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ABSTRACT 


Although family and home deficiencies are often proposed as 
risk factors in the non-medical use of drugs by young people 
(Le Dain, 1973), these factors have been difficult to integrate 
with psychological models of the family environment. Models which 
have been largely ignored in research on family environments are 
those which involve formal planning and management systems. However, 
a formal analysis of a major family counselling model, Dreikurs' 
Family Council Technique (Dreikurs, 1974), demonstrates that this 
model is largely consonant with the management planning concepts 
proposed by Steiner (1974) and Cleland (1974). The present sutdy 
was an attempt to determine the relationship between family decisions 
and non-medical’ drug use.” The operational “définitions of “the high 
risk family environment proposed by the Commission of Inquiry into 
the Non Médical Use of Drugs were evaluated using a group of 535 
Ma veleod Parcnits eand= os cvudentsJdrawnwirom grades 7, °6y and ocr "the 
publiéG’and* Roman Catholic school “systems. Perceptions of “students and 
parents on the questions relating to three major areas of the home 
environment: Cl) the affective structure of their *fHomes;) (2) the 
decisional structure of their homes and (3) the communications 
struccure ef their homes, ~The results revealed little support for 
the contention that lack of perceived affection between parents and 
child was a salient variable in determining high risk home environments. 
The *abtrlity of children and parents "to develop accurate perceptions 
of mutual affection was seen to be consonant with Dreikurs' technique 


for strengthening mutual respect and liking. 
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In terms of the decisional framework of the home, little support 
was found for the contention that mother dominant homes constitute 
a high risk environment; instead a significant number of drug users 
came from homes in which traditional, male parent dominant, 
patterns of family decision making exist. 

No clear pattern of influence emerged regarding the relative 
roles of parents and best friends on students' behavior. In terms 
of actual behavior control, the experimental results of this study 
indicate that parents held uniformly high perceptions of the control 
they exerted over their children and that while the findings were 
not statistically significant, the results for the user group were 
in the direction of a reduction in the amount of perceived parental 
ecouurolebyerhe studentve Furthermwan thesuser crovupsetietactual 
amount of parental control was judged by the parents to be less than 
thesamounbytoruthe other groups: 

Perceived oppertunitysforsinpub and participation intdecision 
making was a variable of major significance. There were clear 
differences between categories of drug use. Parents of the user 
group more frequently sought the opinion of their children than any 
other group; however, a sizeable number of individuals in this group 
felt that they were never consulted on decisions. On the other hand 
parents of the potential user group indicated that this group was 
the most frequently consulted group, but potential users held 
perceptions in the opposite direction and felt that they were con- 


sulted far less often than any other group. 
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No strong relationship between the status of communications 
in the home and non-medical drug use was found. aaa were willing 
to talk out problems with their children, and the children surveyed 
indicated that they felt that their parents were willing to talk to 
them aboutetheir problems. Yettover a’ third ef albleparnentsivand 
children ti ndieated. that they «found tedifiicult ywoutalktover proplens 
with each others Fortunately, the direction ‘of results indicates 
that difficulties in communication are generally one-sided and there 
wepe very’ few homes "where both parentivand child felt that ithey could 
not Tecommuni cate with each other. 

The general conclusions support the contentions of Cleland (1974) 
and other management science authors: if decisions in accord with 
organizational goals are toebermade,mthenethe persons %arrected by 
the decisions must be allowed to make timely input to the decisional 
process Mandrtneirvinpuy must carry weight, Eiethese conditions 
cCanerounbe met mthenvtie goalsnofitherorganizationimillencttbe carried 
out, and personal decisions, such as one to use non-medical drugs 


may be made. 
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Chapter 1 


THE PROBLEM 


SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE 


Introduction 

Beginning in the 1960's statistical estimates of the non-medical 
use of drugs rose alarmingly. This statistical increase was paralleled 
by a growing social concern about the problems of drug abuse. To 
combat the rising use of drugs by young people two principal elements 
of social policy were utilized: legislation, and the formal education 
system. 

An immediate response to increased non-medical drug use was 
for legislative bodies to pass very restrictive legislation pro-—- 
scribing drug use and providing heavy penalties for transgressors. 
Simultaneously, enforcement was increased and substantial numbers of 
yours people found their litestyles which aneludéed a2liicic drug 
use at variance with the law enforcement bodies. As a result of 
legislative-enforcement activity substantial numbers of persons were 
fined or imprisoned for partaking of this social phenomenon. 

The formal education system in response to growing social concern 
over drug use began to revise existing curriculum or to investigate 
new study programs that included drug abuse information. In a short time 
drug abuse education had become a recognized education speciality and 
in February 1969 Research in Education (ERIC) added a drug abuse 
category. 

Thus legitimized drug education became an area of emphasis for 
work by education professionals and those in related disciplines. 
The value attached to the educational component of efforts to counter 


drug abuse is reflected in the Final Report of the Commission of 


Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of Drugs where nearly all of the 
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twenty-odd pages devoted to the role of the formal education system 
deallwitheittin theticaitext ofeldrug*education's 

As our understanding of the drug abuse phenomenon grew it became 
apparent that it had no simple underlying cause. Social conditions 
such as poverty, ghetto or slum residence, unemployment, minority 
status were found to be among the important factors in the non-medical 
use of certain drugs. Yet illicit drug use had become a universal 
occurrence spanning both geography and social class. 


Many explanations of the problem emerged. Keniston (1965, 1968) 


viewed drug use as a response to the alienation experienced by university 


students. Like Roszak (1969), Keniston hypothesized that drug use 
was an instrument of the evolving counter-—culture that rejected the 
technocratic, overly bureaucratized contemporary social environment. 
For Roszak the quality of contemporary life lacks subjective satis-— 
factioné 9) Thisideficiency-can! not be overcome’ by™economic ’gdins, 
equality, social accomplishments, or any other socially acceptable 
reinforcement. Roszak feels that the outcome of this dissatisfaction 
will be the forming of a counter-—culture that stresses satisfaction 
or rewards that are focused at the subjective level, not at the 
corporate level of society. Social conditions at the end of the 
nineteenth century caused Marx to generate a new social order based 
on a conflict between social classes; present social conditions in 
the view of Keniston and Roszak have caused a new social order based 
on a conflict between generations. 

Considerable credence has been attached to Keniston and Roszak's 


position, especially since evidence of disturbed parent-child relations 
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has been found among many drug users: much of this evidence is 
typified by the evidence of Chein, Gerard, Lee and Rosenfeld (1965) 
who conclude: 

"The one factor which we have found to be distinctly related 

to drug use and apparently unrelated to delinquency per se 

is the experience of living with a relatively cohesive family. 

The users have, on the average, been more deprived in this 

respect, than the non users." 

there, are some contradictory perspectives: 

"On the other hand some authors do =not think that counter culture 

affiliation indicates a high degree of alienation or a radical 

departure from a conventional normative system. Rather, this 

Style Om elite and the drug use that is concomitant, With 1t 2c 

viewed as an extension of, but concomitant with, such middle 

class values as self-exploration and self-improvement." 

(Le Dain, 1973, pp: 807) 

The literature refers to the rejections of contemporary values, 
and the formation of a counter culture. However, this can be viewed 
in reverse, how did the family and our schools fail to transmit con- 
temporary values to the next generation? Consideration of the ramifi- 


cations of this question will be the subject of this study. 
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM — FRAME OF REFERENCE 
Purpose 

The general purpose of this study is to examine the decisional 
structure of the home as it relates to significant lifestyle decisions. 
The decisions that will be reviewed will relate not only to behavior 
that is counted as part of the average adolescent's repertoire 
(e.g. dating, style of dress, appropriate entertainment) but also to 
behavior that is much less sanctioned by the larger adult society 
(e.g. drinking, use of hard and soft drugs). 

Because there is no positive evidence suggestive of a common 
mechanism underlying drug use, this study will focus on the decisional 
process of the home, from an organizational viewpoint. That is, the 
home will be treated as an organization accomplishing 'housekeeping' 
operations, but with the primary purpose of dissemenating its values 
and objectives to its group members. In our review of the literature 
we shall discuss evidence that suggests that when primary goals are 
perceived as too difficult, acquisition effort will ofven be crans— 
ferred to secondary goals. Paralleling this, we shall study homes in 
which organizational (family) goals and values are not adequately 
established with a view to ascertaining if stwojects will substitue 
the goals and values of peers ard ‘teachers for those not available in 
the home setting. 

Traditionally, when fault has been found with the home setting, 
explanations have been sought in the psychological and/or sociological 


frame of reference. A fundamental postulation of this study will be 
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that failure of the home to meet its objectives in situations uncom-— 
plicated by severe social or economic stress, primarily results from 
two causes: failure of the 'management system' in the home to induce 
goal related performance in its members, and/or inadequate planning 
processes SinGthethome resulting!in an inability ofthe . managers! 

at the home level to cope with future events or to provide a guiding 
conceptual framework for developing problem solving strategies. 

In short the fundamental question to be dealt with is: "What 
is the relationship between the management/planning complex of the 
home and non-sanctioned adolescent behavior?" 

Importance of the Study 

The author adheres to the philosophy advocated by Larson (1969) 
who advocates: 

"Manuscripts of this type should not be written for the 

sake of exercise nor experience alone. Somewhere beyond or 

behind the subtleties of verbiage there must be a pragmatic, 

heuristic purpose that while theoretical and empirical is also 

applicable to the solution of problems." (p. 6) 

iG is felt that’from each of these three viewpoints, the present 
study has some value and utility. 

Theoretically, there does not appear to be any satisfactory way 
to pesolve the contradictory findings related*to drug *userfrom 
traditional frames of reference. Accordingly, a different viewpoint 
was adopted — the family must be viewed as an organization complete 
Wai thy a management/planning system, organizational goals and objectives, 


and the personal goals and objectives of the organization's members, 
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the individuals of the family. The theoretical contribution of this 
study will be to see if such a perspective appears to be of use in 
understanding family decisions. 

Empirically, this study will attempt to use very simple state-— 
ments to describe the decisional structure of the home. The empirical 
success of this study will be measured in terms of how adequately a 
conceptualization of the decisional structure of the home can be 
developed from the data. 

Should the theoretical viewpoint of the study be confirmed, then 
it would enable behavioral scientists to confidently apply simple, 
pragmatic, empirically oriented management development techniques 
to the home setting. While some counselling techniques presently 
have a management science base, the family is often considered to 
be an organization apart from all other human organizations. Dissipation 
or tier amily mystaque’ might lead to -abmore rational, objective, 
empirical approach to family problems. 

Limi cations: of the: Study 

Six areas of limitation have been considered in examining the 
results. ofthis study . 

First, there was a population limitation as the six schools 
selected were middle class, urban communities within a growing city 
of over 400,000 population. Three schools were from the separate 
(Roman Catholic) schoolesystem®and three were from the) public school 
system. Further, within each school system a representative ''new"' 


neighborhood, "well established" neighborhood, and "older" neighborhood 
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school was identified to participate in the survey. It should be 
noted that the experimenter had little choice in the selection of 
the representative schools; however, as the selection list was 
established by the research professionals of each of the two boards, 
it is peasonable to accept their choices as being a walid sample. 
The internal strata of the sample, being based on neighborhood age 
was analyzed and neighborhood age was not found to be a significant 
sample characteristic. 

The second limitation was age. The participants were seventh, 
eighth and ninth grade students. There was no sampling within 
individual schools as the entire grade 7-9 population participated 
in the survey. 

Athird limitation was the linking of parents' data with their 
childrens'. Approximately 1,000 students participated in the survey. 
Of this number 525 matched parent-child pairs resulted. Losses were due 
to the failure of children to return the sealed parents' questionnaire 
and to the procedure adopted to process parents who hac more than one 
echiid in the sample group. in this case ene child at random was chosen 
to be linked with the parent data. This selection was double blind 
in nature as the actual linking was carried out by computer techniques 
based on a random selection program. 

The fourth limitation was the instrument itself. While a test- 
retest reliability procedure carried out on a control group yielded 
satisfactory reliability coefficients, (see Method and Appendix C for 


details) the unknown interactions that might occur between different 
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age groups, and/or socio-economic groups and the survey instrument 
limit the generalization of the study results to parallel testing 
Situations. 

A fifty Limitation to the study is based’ on the question of 
whether the students even under anonymous conditions were answering 
truthfully. The survey data was screened on an individual basis 
to remove those individuals who (1) never completed the questionnaire, 
(2) had provided obviously invalid answers, (3) had placed spurious 
marks on the paper in an attempt to interfere with the computer process-— 
ing of the data by mutilating the IBM optical scoring sheets. Approxi- 
mately seventy papers were rejected from the student group for these 
reasons. Six papers were rejected from the parent group for similar 


reasons. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 


A principal difficulty in the way in which the Commission of 
Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of Drugs (Le Dain, 1973) and others 
have handled the drug decision question is that while the authors of 
the report were able to move beyond the level of considering the 
decisicn making process at the individual level, by considering group 
processes, its deliberations extended only to considering group deci- 
sion making as an unstructured concept. In doing so it considered 
onlysa porsion of the psychology of decision making. le Daim and his 
associates recognized that many of the decisions relating to drug use 
book place within a group context; they recognized that they were 
dealing with a change in lifestyle that was more than a passing episode 
of Canadian social life, and finally the Commission of Inquiry into the 
Non Medical Use;yof Drugs recognized that somehow in some subtle, although 
profound way, the formal social institutions, including the family had 
failed to check the growth of drug use. 

On reading the committee's report, it is apparent that a thorough 
attempt to relate the drug phenomenon to the formal body of literature 
which makes up the behavioral sciences was carried out. In summary; 
however, the Committee could not exhaustively define what had happened, 
it could only describe family influences contributing to the adoption 
of a drug inclusive lifestyle in vague and general terms. 

"Tt is said of white middle-class families that the high risk 

family (i/e., a family ini which the children have higher chances 

of becoming drug users) is one in which the parents are uncertain 


of their roles, both as parents and husband and wife; in which 
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the mother tends to be dominant and the father lacking in 
leadership in the family; in which the parents are permissive, 
hesitant to convey their values, and indeed unsure of their 
values, except the belief that children should be given freedom 
to develop their personalities; in which there is not a proper 
balance of affection and discipline; in which emotions are not 
expressed with freedom and confidence but problems tend rather 
to be intellectualized; in which the relations between husband 
and wife do not inspire a sense of security in the children; in 
which» there ista lack ,of religious belief; ayhostility towards 
authority, and a progressive leaning on political and social 
issues. The low-risk families by contrast, exhibit a very 
strong, warm, well—integrated pattern of family life, with 

a good combination of affection and discipline; there are 

warm and happy relations between the parents who accept their 
role as parents and as husband and wife, with leadership 

from the father that is authoritative but not autocractic - 
gentle but firm and tempered with humour; the parents are con- 
fidént thatethey know how to bring up their children and are 
clear as to the values which they want to transmit, with emphasis 
Onefaith sinnGod; respect for parents, self—contnol, .toherance 
and respect for one wre Within this framework of standards 
and discipline children are in fact given considerable scope for 


freedom and personal responsibility. Because they know what their 
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parents expect they appear to be much more confident in 
their judgements. The children of the low-risk family are 
found to be resistant to peer group pressure. Because of the 
direction and support they receive in the families they do not 
seem to be as dependent on the approval or guidance of others. 
It is noteworthy that the parents and children of low-risk 
families are much more forgiving of themselves and each other. 
They like themselves and each other. They do not expect too 
muchmotweachtother= Bilum'ssconclusion that a certain quality 
of family relationships provide the necessary conditions for 
self-restraint and the capability to resist group pressure and 
resolve personal conflicts withouteresorting tor drug, uses 
certainly an interesting hypothesis which warrants Tunthen 
atcempbsmatempiricabeverification.*' sihesDaing 16765 mpre26—27 ) 
Of what value are these conclusions? What use can the educator, 
the parent, the policeman, and even the youth of today make of this 
statement? Further we have heard this description of parental and 
familyswstyle’ before.s dni avreview of the diteratureofeschool phobia 
Frick (1965) says: 
"The fathers are seen by all observers to be passive and sub- 
jected to the dominance of their wives . .. along with his wife 
the father has failed to emancipate from his family . . . the 
father's inability to define clearly his parental position.” 
Worms 65) 
References to the "degenerating" family structure are rife in 


the literature. Time and time again one meets Mr. & Mrs. X who as 
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parents are failing to keep up with their neighbors the Jones in con- 
veying social values to their children. Nor is there much comfort 

to be gained from studying the thecretical underpinnings of the 

decision process, for here one confronts a very Tharge; wery “contradictory 
body of literature, empirical and otherwise, that deals with the 

decision process. 

Susman (1972) in his anthology on social policy development has 
suggested a possible reason for the contradictory materials offered 
in evidence by workers in the field: 

"uch of today's controversy over drugs involves a conflict of 

values. Values, articulated in conduct norms and through them 

into social policies and in some cases into laws, may change; 
built: iseaqdialecticalsprocess rather ithan an evolutionary one. 

At the center of the social state we can see two well developed 

value systems struggling over the issues raised by drugs and 

their use, while a third system is beginning to be perceived. 

These ideological positions draw their sustenance from different 

institutions and are supported by distinctive organizational 

structures. Only by examining their assumptions and implications, 
as well as their institutional and organizational background, 

Wi biabhelem ampactonsdrug norms; bé Cleanvand she wmiature ofeihe 


value conflict stand revealed. 


Social policy draws its meaning from the basic norms of society's 
dominant institution. And as one institution declines in prominence, 
another takes its place. The dominant institution in pre- 


industrial society was religion, which gave way to capitalism 
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in industrial society. This institution, which borrowed from 

religion but became eventually autonomous, is itself giving 

way to another. Post-industrial sccietywill be dominated by 
science, which although borrowing heavily from the culture 

of business, will eventually take another form with its own 

distinctive values. Nowhere is the impact of these institutions 

and their resultant assumptions and policies, more obvious than 
in drug norms. The policy concerning drugs as it may develop 

in post-industrial society is already evident in a rudimentary 

form. On the one hand, there is a religious conception which 

evokes the imagery of unsanctioned drug use as a sin; on the 
other, a work ethic which evokes the image of unsanctioned drug 

use as hedonism." (Susman, 1972, p. ii) 

Unfortunately, there has been little attention paid to this 
coLlEsionaor ij aSeu oaeemencee iterelates to, the shifting orientation 
Gpesocial forces thaw iniduence today 's studénts. war we -acceptrsusman's 
notion'as being valid, then it is quite possible that our somewhat 
confused ideas (such as the generation gap, Youth Sub-—Culture may 
actuallysberartifacts*arising from’ thesdecline of onessocic—cultural 
value system and its replacement by a different system; instead of 
a true cause=—and—effect relationship. This problem is® also compounded 
by pressure arising from the media which has forced the development 
of public policy without a full understanding of the social dynamics 
involved. 

We now have both sides of the equation. On one hand Le Dain 


ascribes the decline of social values and institutions to the failure 
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of the family to carry forward the appropriate institutions and related 
values to the next generation. On the other hand, if we find truth in 
Susman's statement then the social order represents, like the trees 
of a forest, a succession state where one institution flourishes and 
then is replaced by another. However, there is a common thread that 
runs through viewpoints. It can be stated very simply: at the present 
time both public and private organizations are not coping with the 
basic issues that confront them. Consequently, these organizations 
be they the™family;-the school; the’ church, the provinciaiMor federal 
governments, etc. are more or less continuously experiencing break-— 
downs in the decision making process which prevent the particular 
organization from optimizing the attainment of its goals. Both 
Le Dain and Susman are concerned with the inability of society and 
its concomitant social institutions to adapt to the dynamic changes 
takingeplace. *ihesfarlure of*the individual -to make the *socral ly 
desirable choice is only a symptom of the much larger failure of our 
overall social processes to hold the individual to a behavioral pattern 
thateleads to thewattainment of first: family, Pand* them’ social” goals. 
This challenge to maintain a dynamic stance is paralleled by the 
advice given industry by Edward Cole, the retiring president of 
General Motors, who offered the following observation on the real 
management challenge of the 1970's: 
"The big challenge to American business, as I see it, is to 
carefully evaluate the constantly changing expressions of public 
and national goals. Then we must modify our own objectives and 


programs to meet the new demands of the society we serve." (1970, 
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Does the family (and social organizations in general) really 
undertake the development of a plan or even make use of formal plan- 
ning processes? To answer this question we must turn to that portion 
of the behavioral sciences that deals with the management of organiza-— 
tions. Cleland (1974) in a review of management science related to 
organization has identified four main characteristics that define 
a planning system: 

1. Concerned with the outcome of present decisions. 

2. Identification and dissemination of strategic values and 

objectives. 

3. Development of a guiding conceptual framework to provide 

a mechanism for developing strategy. 
4. Development of a complex of plans to establish the overall 
LUGUrE TO ree ulon, OL  Gme Onlent Zu Lom, 

There is little doubt that these activities are undertaken at 
the family level in at least an informal way. The informality need 
not be a bar to the acceptance of the notion that planning at the family 
level is a very real thing. Steiner (1974) speaking of corporate 
planning states, "although the process can be done informally, more 
and more companies . . . find that 1t is"best conducted in a more 
formal fashion". (p. 325) This suggestion of the virtues of a 
more formal planning process in the world of business is paralleled 
in the school and home sphere by the work of a number of authors headed 
by Rudolph Dreikurs (1897-1972) who investigated and developed the 
technique that bears his name. In a summary of the Dreikurs' technique 


completed after his death by a number of close associates in 1974, 
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some striking parallels between the "Family Council" and Cleland's 
four characteristic planning activities emerge. The basis of the 
Family Council is found in a number of propositions and desirable 
states (Dreikurs et al, 1974) which are listed in figure I-1. 

Thus it can be concluded that the family council technique 
possesses in every major way the trappings of formal planning 
techniques. Further it accommodates some very important provisions 
which a planning system must possess to be effective. It accepts 
organizational concepts planning as a basic philosophy and provides 
the proper climate in the home to encourage further planning. As 
Steiner (1974) indicates, "This climate is a function of many forces, 
among which is an attitude of wanting to do effective planning." 

(p. 327) Further for family planning to be effective it must recognize 


the values and expectations of the people involved in the process. 


"Planning is a new and significant communications system. It permits 
people to participate in the decision making process ...itisa 
learning and mind-stretching exercise." (Steiner, 1974, p. 346) 


Mimetiue Tomi ly counci.. anything ‘that alleets famrly, Lite can be 
discussed. When there is an open atmosphere, problems can be 
dealt with before they reach impossible proportions." (Dreikurs 
Sure, 1974, ‘Dp. 4) 

The foregoing discussion leads to a necessary conclusion; an 
effective home environment is one that formulates the interpersonal 
decisions of its members, and of the family as a whole, on the basis 
of an orderly planning model. Whether formal or informal techniques 


are used is of little importance - for effective decision making to 
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Figure I-1l 


Dreikurs Model 
Propositions and Desirable Operational States 


PROPOSITION 


ioe ne tami ly 2S) Aan 
organization. 


Zo ihieicseays welllikeny sisal ile cre 
and behavior. 


3. Human beings can function 
ase equals. 


4, Logic works better than 
POrce. 


Human relationships are 
logical. 


oO 


See barents and children are 
engaged in a cooperative 
venture. 


7. Well being depends on 
cooperation. 


DESIRABLE STATES 


Minimun conflict 

Orderly operation 

Participants share goals and 

objectives 

4. Resources (human and material) 
rationally allocated to tasks 

5. Open communication 


COSI 


1. Harmonious setting 

2. An operational strategy that 
relates feelings and actions 
Value of positive experiences 
Stressed 


(ge) 


Mutual respect of all team 
members 

2. Power is based not on posi- 
tional or autherity tactors 
but On experience and expert 
knowledge. 


i) 


1. Discussion of objectives, plans 
and strategies should lead to 
consensus regarding mutual 


action 

1. Understanding of values, and 
expectancies of others 

2. Understanding consequences of 


personal actions on others 

3. Developing framework to serve as 
a guide for specific strategies 
to cope with world beyond family 


1. Recognition that che success of 
the whole requires every element 
te enjoy success: 


1. Social conselence as an underlying 
maxim of family operations. 


This overview of the basic propositions of the Family Council 
can readily be crossindexed with Cleland'’s planning attribuces to 


yield the following structure. 


(Figure I-2) 
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Figure I-2 


The Concern cf (Planning Related to 
the Concern of the Family Council 


A Comparison of Cleland's Planning Model and 
Dreikurs' Technique 
enon al 


Present Decisions and 
Identification/Dissemination of Values and Objectives 


CLELAND 
MComeern or ePlanning 


1. Futurity of Present Decisions 


ne) 


Identification/Dissemination of Values and 
Objectives 


3. Development of a Guiding Conceptual Framework 
to Provide Mechanism for Developing Strategy 


4. Development of a Complex of Plans to Establish 
Future Direction of Organization 
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Figure I-2 
(continued) 


Part 11 
Planning Aspects —- 


Conceptual Framework and Concept of Plans 


DREIKURS 
"Conceen of Family Council" 


Proposition Related States and Actions 
timc ant | yeOroani zation 4) Allocation of Resources 
2 Emotions, follow (ALL) 


intellect & behavicr 


6. Family as cooperative CALI} 
venture 

7. Wellbeing depends on 1) Development of future social order 
cooperation 

1. Family Organization 3) Shared goals and ot jectives 


5) Open communication 


4, Logic vs. rorce 1) Obtaining mutual consensus 
from shared expectancies and 
goals 


5. Relationships are logical 1) Uncerstanding of values and 
expectancies 


5. Relationships are logical 3) Development of framework to serve 
as a guide for specific coping 
strategies 


* 


(ALL) (ALL) 


* This is the summary objective of Family Council proposition 
one "The Family is an Organization" is axiomatic in Dreikurs' 
System. All other propositions serve to mold and guide organiza-— 
tional processes across time. 


Adapted frcem Cleland (1974) and Dreikurs et al (1974) 
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take place, the method used must parallel in some way the four 
characteristics described by Cleland. 

At the individual family/family member level, the success or 
failure of the decisional process in the home will depend on how 
well Cleland's prescriptive planning characteristics, or Dreikurs' 
technique can accommodate these psychological attitudes prevalent 
in the home which have an impact on the planning process. While 
terms such as communication, resistance to change, and cognitive 
complex tyehaveecomento formeparteof Phésplannertsibasic vyocabullany; 
if we accept Taylor's (1976) view that in reality "psychological 
variables reflect behavioral predispositions of the various parties 
to the planning process" (Taylor, 1976, p. 66), there have been 
very few published studies which have directly attempted to investi- 
gate the impact of a eh a variables on planning. Taylor further 
suggests that these basic predispositions or attitudes towards planning 
are most clearly seen when they have a negative effect on the plan- 
Nine peoeess. Monwlaylor, athe, talluresof people involved tinin 
Organizational, wnterprise to carry out effective planning is generally 
caused by problems which fall into three major areas: 

1. Resistance to planning activities 

Zoe Lackwot wmotivactone coe amprove performance 

3. Cognitive limitations of planners 

Of these areas, the first two pose major, fundamental stumbling 
blocks to the use of planning techniques be they those of the industrial 
planner or a typical family group attempting to institute a family 


council within the home. 
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The third area will be covered in our review of Linstone's 
(1973, 1974) work, and as will be shown later, cognitive’ limitations 
to planning is a cause of many diffuse planning difficulties. 
Resistance to Planning Activities 

Numerous studies have documented the presence of a very real 
resistance on the part of involved parties not only to plans but to 
planning activity as a whole. Ewing (1969) in discussing the human 
component of the planning process aptly describes this problem, 
"People resist change - or, more accurately, they resist being changed 
by other people." (1969, p. 44) The reasons for this resistance are 
based on many valued social and individual dynamics ranging from an 
individual's fear of change or the unknown to the vast momentum 
that social institutions acquire over time and the concerted effort 
required to modify the direction and goals of an organization once 
they have been in existence and have become deeply entrenched in the 
Ouvloon Of tie organization being pursued over a period of time. 

Johnston (1970) offers another insight into other factors that 
inhibit change: 

"The other factor inhibiting change has to do with the myriad 

Of *initerlocking practices that Mave been bullt™up cver™ the 

centuries for an earlier and very different society. The 

permanence of our organizational hierarchies assumes that those 
at the top are not only competent to hold the top job at present 
but will always be competent to hold it." 

Resistance of this sort is generally dealt with by adopting 
operational mechanisms that encourage participation im the »planning 


process by those who will be most affected by the plans, or by ‘educating’ 
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those involved in planning activities to the basic benefits of any 
suggested changes. 
Lack of Motivation to Improve Performance 

In a detailed examination of the relationship between task-goal 
attributes and employee performance, Steers and Porter (1974) 
successfully combined the Operation/Organization Research—Management 
science field with the far larger body of psychological. literature 
dealing with human performance. These authors concluded that the 
relevant literature grouped itself into six relatively autonomous 
areas: 

a) Goal specificity 

b) Participation in goal setting 

c) Feedback on goal progress 

d) Peer competition for goal attainment 

&)) SGoalvdifiiculty 

f) Goal acceptance 

The first five groupings were derived from the factor analytic 
study of task-goal attributes and the sixth grouping, "goal acceptance" 
has been identified as a key psychological variable in many recent 
studies. (French, Kay, and Meyer, 1966; Locke, Bryan, and Kendall, 
1969) Even a brief study of these groupings suggests that they would 
be of considerable relevance and importance to the modern educator/ 
manager. Accordingly we shall review each grouping in some detail. 
foalispecaiicity 

The principal question regarding goal specificity is simply 


whether there is any advantage, in terms of performance, to be gained 
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from setting forth clear explicit goals toward which the individual 
is to work. Ina wide range of laboratory studies beginning with the 
pioneer work of Mace (1935) and carried out by later researchers such 
as Eagle and Leiter (1964) and Bryan and Locke (1967), the general 
conclusion of the studies was that highly specific goals serve to focus 
attention and effort which can lead to improved performance. Whether 
this enhanced performance is a transient phenomenon or whether improve- 
ment can be sustained over a considerable period of time was a question 
not attacked in these early studies. While the majority of studies 
that do focus on performance over time are drawn from an industrial 
setting: Campbell, Dunette, Lawler, and Weick (1970); Raia (1965) 
and Stedry and Kay (1964) and therefore deal with performance only 
as it relates to the formal employment situation, there have been 
several general field studies employing several different populations 
carried out by researchers such as Likert (1961), and Steers (1973). 
The general conclusicn reached in coth industrial and non-industrial 
situations, was that providing subjects with clear and specific goals 
produces better results than not providing such goals. 
Participation in-Goal Setting 

Vroom (1964) has argued that the act of participating in the goal 
setting process can be seen as a process which enhances the likelihood 
of task success. In his general review of empirical studies of the 
participative decision making process Vroom found that task performance 
did increase as the persons involved in the task were given greater 
opportunity to make input on the conditions that affected the task. 


While Vroom attributes this effect to increased ego involvement in 
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the task, other authors have related it to job satisfaction (Likert, 
(961, 1967; Myers 1966, 1970). However, these findings may not be 
clear indications of a basic relationship between participation and 
performance as there have been a number of studies which have found 
either a weak relationship (French et al, 1866; Meyer, Kay and French, 
1965); or no evidence of a relationship at all (Carroll and TOS, 
1970) . 

French and his colleagues (1966) felt that the act of setting 
the goal itself had far more influence on task performance than 
participation in the goal setting process. This supposition was 
supported by the findings of a recent experiment by Lawler and Hackman 
(1969) which evaluated the effects of incentive attendance plans on 
employee absentism and found that attendance improved only in those 
Sroups tiavenad GCiréculy Participarced in tne design of the, plan. 
Feedback on Progress Towards Goal 

Feedback on goal attainment or, as it is generally called, know- 
ledge of results has long been thought to have motivational value. 
The experimental paradigms used to study this topic stem from the 
Classic work of Johanson (1922) and Hurlock (1924, 1925). Johanson 
studied the effect of knowledge of results in a reaction time measuring 
situation where one group was provided with no knowledge of the speed 
of their reactions while another group was told the speed of their 
reaction after each trial. The group that was informed of their 
reaction time performed more quickly than the non-informed group. 
Hurlock's experiments (1924) were carried out within an educational 
framework using three levels of knowledge of results: praise; 


reproof; and a "non information" control group. Both the praise 
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and reproof groups achieved higher retest scores compared to the 
control group. Hurlock (1925) carried out a subsequent and more 
detailed experiment using a control group which was segregated from 
the experimental groups and three experimental groups housed in the 
same room. The experimental groups were divided into two parts. One 
group was ignored, that is they received neither praise nor reproof, 
but heard others being praised or reproved; another group received 
praise; and the final experimental group received reproof. The 
results showed that performance improved on a short term basis for 
both the praised and the reproved groups. However, in repeated trials 
the rate of performance improvement of the reproved groups fell off 
while the praised groups continued to show gains. Finally, both 

the reproved and the "ignored" groups had greater performance gains 
than the control groups. The enduring aspect of these experiments 

on educational philosophy has been pointed out by Coffer and Appley 
(1966) who state ''. . . These experiments have been interpreted 

as’ showing-thatepraise is better than reproof in inciting,performance, 
because it is more enduringly effective than reproof." (p. 771) 

The "final position" of these early experiments is best, summed 
up in a review by Ammons (1956) who concludes that as a general effect, 
knowledge of results causes an increase in task performance. Some 
Ofte thaseet fected Samotivationals and) isi duéestosidncreases insattention, 


interest, and reduction of boredom (as pointed out in the classic 


"Hawthorne" industrial studies). However, feedback on progress provides 


information as well as direct motivaton, and performance changes due 
to information can not easily be separated from those resulting only 


from motivational effects. 
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Practically, Mosel (1958) advances two reasons for providing a per- 


son with knowledge of results: First it provides information on what 
activities are required, thus keeping task activities confined to 
productive directions. Secondly, it affects motivation by allowing 
the person to experience a sense of progress towards goal attainment. 
This view of knowledge of results is essentially a motivational one - 
im fact, it parallels the "two factor theory of motivation”, advanced 
in the early fifties by Duffy (1949) and incorporated in many of the 
early studies of the feedback -— performance relationship. A detailed 
examination of this contention has been carried out by Locke, 
Cartledge and Koeppel (1968). Basically Locke and his associates 
found thatrone of the studies reviewed contained results which were 
contrary to the hypothesis that the motivational effects of knowledge 
of results depends upon the resetting of goals by the subject. 
Where knowledge of results effects were clearly separated from those 
attributed to level of aspiration, it was found that there was no 
effect of knowledge of results that could not be attributed to goal 
setting itself. Thus the authors concluded that performance increases 
only when the subject sets higher personal performance standards in 
response to the information provided. While this review was carried 
out within the context of Locke's theory of goal setting (Locke, 1967) 
its general conclusions have gained wide acceptance by contemporary 
researchers. 

When all of the above research is considered, it is apparent 
that knowledge of results effects performance in complex and subtle 


ways. However, if the task/performance measuring criteria are agreed 
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upon by the persons engaged in the task, if the’ knowledge, of results 
contains clear and precise information related to the task at hand, 
and if this information results in the setting or resetting of per- 
formance goals; then task performance will be enhanced. The range 
of conditions for producing the knowledge of results -— performance 
enhancement, effect) is) veryslimitedyand therrolesofyindividual dif— 
ferencesiis very great; consequently, Cy ee condi tionseior 
fostering this process must be built into the system (in the same 
wayeuhateDreikursedeliberatelyobudltn this process ,intothis’ family 
council technique) if the desired performance enhancement is to occur. 
Peer Competition and Goal Attainment 

Early studies of peer competition and its effect on task per- 
formance centered son the questiom of whether or not» thesgroup, does 
not possess a factor or process that transcends the individuals in- 
volved. » This search for evidence of the "group mind" permeates the 
earlyoliterature concerned »wathsegroup processes; aneverthelesssesome 
interesting and relative findings were obtained. The best known, and 
certainly the most influential’ of these researchers, wre Allport 
(1920, 1924) and Dashiell (1930, 1935). Allport's studies. concerned 
comparison of the behavior of the individual when working alone against 
performance obtained in the group situation. In a variety of tasks 
Allport found that where social facilitation occurred task performance 
increased. However, distraction and excitement caused some performance 
decreases and in addition, the 'reasoning products' trom the social 
contexts were often not as good as those obtained from the individual 


situations. Further, extremityoaf judgement, and in some cases creativity, 
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was reduced in the social situations. Dashiell's work centered on 
the effect of social incentives on performance exploring rivalry 
and competition as social incentives. Again 'mixed results' were 
obtained. Quantatative performance (speed) increased in many cases, 
but the quality of performance suffered. There were large individual 
differences, some individuals doing far more poorly in the group 
Situation. These early studies tended to merge specific group 
situations into a general analysis of the group process and as 
Vroom (1964) suggests, task performance under group situations is 
probably closely related to the ego involvement of the indivdual 
with thepaimsyor) the group: 

Both Likert (1967) and Locke (1968) have demonstrated that per- 
formance increases quite dramatically in the group situation where a 
norm of high achievement is established within the group. Neverthe- 
less, Steers and Porter (1974) cite six studies where a positive 
relationship was found between peer competition and performance and 
nine studies supporting a negative relationship. Miller and Hamblin 
(1963) attempted to reconcile these contradictory findings by studying 
the role of task-person interdependence on the competition-performance 
relationship. Their results showed that anegative relationship between 
competition and performance/effort occurs only where the task required 
a high degree of cooperation among group members. Competition had no 
great effect on performance under any experimental ondition; even where 
the task at hand required a low degree of cooperation only a weak posi- 
tive relationship between competition and performance emerged. The 
authors conclude that the nature of the situation, in terms of whether 


the task requires coordinated and interrelated effort on the part of 
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the group members, is the only salient factor in determining the 
performance consequences of a competitive situation. 

The findings of the relevant research in tnis area make it quite 
clear that there is no simple relationship between peer competition 
and performance. Steers and Porter (1974) aptly summarize this con- 
tradictory area by saying: 

" . - . We would expect peer competition to be a more effective 

vehicle for increased performance only where product quality 

was not a consideration or was controlled externally. If 

craftsmanship was a central concern in output such competition 

might have a determined effect .. . Serious consideration must 
be given to the reward system being employed in the work environ- 
ment. It would appear that peer competition for goal attain- 
ment might be more strongly related to performance where a zero- 
sum gain situation exists vis a vis rewards. or payoffs. There 

Gatinemonly one winner in a race, for example. Where this is 

fiot) the case),~as it probably would notube dn ctheymajoriny of 

actual field situations, we would expect the effects of peer 

competition on performance to be greatly diminished." (1974, 

per44i) 
Goal Difficulty 

As was mentioned earlier, many ‘of the studies .of »the effects, of 
knowledge of results on performance were unintentionally contaminated 
by performance effects related to goal difficulty. Once the presence 
of the considerable effect that perceived goal difficulty has on per- 


formance was realized, this topic became the area of concern for a 
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very large number of studies. Predictably, most ot the results produce 
an inverted 'U' shaped function typical of motivational effects and 
well known to all beginning psychology students. Basically, up to 
some optimum point, increasing goal difficulty increases the amount 
of effort that is expended for goal attainment; however, if goal 
difficulty rise beyond the optimum point and the goal is perceived 
to be impossible to obtain, then effort will be reduced. This 
curvilinear function relating effort and achievement has come to form 
the foundations of many systems of motivation (Atkinson, 1964; Hebb, 
1955; March & Simon, 1958); nevertheless, little attempt was made 
in these early formulations to explain why goal difficult plays such 
a: crucial. role in performance. For a review of early work in this area 
the reader is referred to one of the standard texts on motivation 
(e.g. Cofer and retires 1966; Harber, 1966). The literature from the 
early 1950's onwards was also reviewed by Steers and Porter (1974), 
who conclude: 

Bin allostudies, ce sinong and consistent: relationship was 

found between the difficulty of the goal and performance, 

assuming the goal was accepted. Where goal acceptance was 

not present, no such relation appeared .. . The greater the 

difficulty the greater the performance." (1974, p. 442) 

It must be acknowledged that there are some severe limitations 
attached to this statement. A number of studies, Uhlinger and 
Stephens (1960) and Zander and Newcomb (1967) have demonstrated that 


performance will show a much greater increase when performance goals 
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are continually reviewed and re-established. However, Zander and 
Newcomb (1967) point out that this effect does not occur when sub-— 
jects have consistently failed to attain past goals. Their findings 
underline the inherent proplems caused by repeatedly establishing 
goals that the subject can never attain: Not only will performance 
not be sustained; even more seriously, the entire goal setting process 
may suffer a severe loss of credibility which will cause the subject 
to dismiss all future goals that are established by that mechanism 
as being impossible to attain. In addition, a group experiment by 
Stedry (1960) measuring the relative value of setting personal per- : 
formance goals either pre or post to the setting of sroup goals 
yielded results that support the contention that higher group 
performance results when the group leader takes the initiative 
and sets forth his 'performance targets' for discussion prior to 
the setting of the performance levels by the individual group 
members. 

The majority of research on goal difficulty has involved work 
with a simple, single goal paradigm; whereas, most situations involve 
task operations based on a number of concurrent goals. Where a subject 
is engaged in a task or a series of tasks that have a number of target 
goals, the goal-task performance situation becomes complex. A number 
of authors: Stedry and Kay (1964, 1966) and Charnes and Stedry (1964), 
have developed theoretical frameworks which in essence are a psychologi- 
cal counterpart of the well known, "Indifference Theory" used in 
economics. (Briefly stated, economic indifference models postulate 
that if a person uses two commodities, A and B, that can be substituted 


for one another, such as shoes and boots, then the individual will be 
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insensitive to supply and demand Changes in A or B over a wide range 
of values; however, if these supply or demand changes become too severe 
in one of Rae joint commodities then the person will ‘substitute! 
one for the other and thus 'average' his market circumstances over 
all the objects in the group.) These authors Suggest tnat a person 
will place primary effort on those goals that have a reasonable 
probability of success, and that performance will increase in an 
orderly fashion as task difficulty increases up to some point (the 
outer boundary of the 'indifference' area). At this point the subject 
will no longer be indifferent to the goal difficult and will transfer 
his performance to another goal of his multigoal framework. For example 
a student might transfer effort aa an English essay to his mathematics 
homework if he perceives that the effort required to obtain a top 
mark in English is“disproportionately higher than the effort required 
for a top mathematics mark. Steiner (1974) concludes that, "Goals 
tHaLeane tar Loo nig or far toc low do not inspire action) Obj ecsives 
should be a littleaggressive (i.e., foreceful and challenging) and 
should require imagination and hard work to achieve." (p. 336) 
Goal Acceptance 
"Goal acceptance represents the degree to which a subject 
agrees with and accepts histask goals in preference to other 
potential goals. Such a definition goes beyond mere compliance 
behavior by a subject who may disagree with such goals. Instead, 
it concludes a strong positive attitude towards such goals that 
may belikened to goal ownership. In this sense, goal acceptance 


is viewed interms of a congruence between assigned task goals 
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and individual aspiration level with respect to these goals." 

(Steers and Porter, 1974, p. 444) 

With this definition in mind, it becomes apparent that a major 
weakness in many of the studies of task-goal relationships is the 
assumption that the assigning of goals automatically results in their 
acceptance by persons involved in the task. In the previously dis- 
cussed experiment carried out by Stedry (1960), it was found that 
subjects were very resistive to and, infact, rejecting of task goals 
that were externally assigned after the individual had established 
his personal goals relative to the task at hand. Ryan (1970) and 
Locke (1968). both caution that the researcher must make a clear dis-— 
tinction between external task/group goals and internal/personal goals. 
pteers and Porter go even one step further and state ". . . it is 
possible that many of the conflicting results in the goal setting 
literature can be explained, in part, by the inappropriate equating 
of these two variables." (1974, p. 444) From our review of participa- 
tion in the goal setting process, it 1s apparent that a major con— 
tributing factor to the overall success of participation schemes is 
that the very act of participation tends to increase personal accept— 
ance of group tasks. Participation will often ensure that the goals 
conform to the ethical and social codes accepted by society and by 
the group. This ‘ethical consideration' is advanced by Steiner (1974) 
as a major consideration in the setting of goals and objectives. 

Again Steers and Porter provide a succinct overview of this question, 
"Tf the contention is correct that motivation to perform may be a much 
more effective predictor of performance than goal setting alone." 


(1974, p. 445) 
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A summary of the review of the six task goal attributes and 

their relative effect on task performance based on the Steers and 
Porter (1974) review is given in figure I-3. On reviewing eighty 
experiments, Steers and Porter (1974) reach the conclusion that 
these somewhat contradictory findings can be understood if viewed from 
a theoretical perspective based on expectancy/valence theory. 
Expectancy/Valence Theory 

Expectancy/valence theory is a general mcdel derived from the 
learning theory developed by Tolman (1932) which stressed the functions 
of goals and rewards. Tolman's model postulates a number of concepts 
at least two of which, the 'belief-value matrix' and 'behavior space’, 
have survived the passage of time and subsequent research efforts 
to become embedded in modern theories of motivation and learning. 
Tolman's concept of the belief—value matrix is that there exists, 
at the individual or cultural level a structure of beliefs which predi- 
cates that carrying Out actions, acquiring objects, mastering situations 
attaining goals, etc. will have the ultimate capacity to satisfy needs 
Gm Lo provide 4 satisfaction having reintorcing characveristics. ~For 
the individual these actions, objects, situations, or goals are clus- 
tered into groups which the individual believes have the capacity to 
satisfy a need. For example, the category restaurants might be 'be- 
Vieved' to have the capacity to satisty a hunger need. Tolman felt 
that various objects within each category could have varying values 
as to the expectation or belief that an individual might have regarding 
the actual capacity of the object to satisfy his need. These belief- 
value or expectancy-value matricies are acquired by the individual 


through experience and are instrumental in the process through which 
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Figure I-3 


TASK GOAL ATTRIBUTES AND PERFORMANCE EFFECTS/RELATIONSHIP 


ATTRIBUTE 


GGal pect tic ty 


Acceptance of Task 
Goals 


Goal Difficulty 


Participation in 
Goal Setting 


Knowledge of Results/ 
Feedback on Goal 
Progress 


Peer Competition 
for Goal Achievement 


RELATIONSHIP TO OR EFFECT ON PERFORMANCE 


Consistent and positive (increased performance) 
effect tTound in both Laboratory and field 
experiments. 


Consistent, strongly positive effect found 
in field studies. Little relevant labora- 
tory work available. 


Less consistent findings - some indications 
of a positive relationship; however, some 
opposing results. Difficulties in com- 
paring 'unitary' goal experiments with 
'multigoai' situations. Laboratory situ- 
ations generally find a simple positive 
relationship; whereas, field studies find 
ertner No eltect or a very Complex, inter— 
action-type effect. 


Inconsistent findings - situation/environ- 
mental factors have considerable impact. 
Goal acceptance plays important role; 
however, was not evaluated in many studies. 


A very complex relationship modified by 
level of aspiration and other individual 
differences. Some evidence of a positive 
relationship especially for individuals 
with high need for achievements and affili- 
ation. 


No consistent relationship with performance. 
Evidence of a positive relationship with 
job involvement has been noted. An 
interaction effect with reward system may 
exist —- a positive relationship for zero- 
sum game Situations and much weaker rela-— 
tionship for multiple-winner situations. 


* Based on Steers and Porter's 1974 Review 
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an individual satisfies his various needs. 

Tolman's other major concept is behavior space. This consists 
of the individual's environment and the elements contained within it. 
These elements have positive and negative valences derived from the 
individual's belief-value matrix and includes on a moment—to-—moment 
basis activating and directing influences such as need states, and 
satiation. conditions. “This concept stresses that the individual reacts 
to his environment not as it objectively exists, but in terms of how 
hewperceives sat to exist. Thus perception is shaped by the manner in 
which the individual's belief-—value matrix translates factual reality 
into a subjective expectancy that a certain object/situation/action 
will satisfy a prevailing need. This perception will be further modi- 
fied by valence that the individual attaches to the need and to that 
which will satisfy it. Thus, "the need system. and the belief matrix 
seem in their interaction, to produce the behavior space and essentially 
to constitute what Tolman would mean by personality." (Cofer and 
Appley, 1966, p. 509) 

The impact of Tolman's concepts on the behavioral sciences should 
not be underestimated. The field of Psychology has been productive of 
a large number of learning theorists and Tolman is counted as a major 
theorist in a sizeable universe of other major theorists. Because of 
the very limited number of learning theorists in the field of Sociology, 
Tolman's ideas were to have a profoundand fundamentai effect on Socio- 
logical ‘theory. How did Tolman come to be accepted as a social theorist? 
In the early fifties the staff of the Department of Social Relations, 
Harvard University, then the hub of tne Sociological Universe carried out 


a review of the theoretical basis of the field of social relations. 
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The principal authors of this work were Talcott Parsons, Edward Shils, 
Richard Sheldon and Edward Tolman from the University of California. 

The final document produced by this group and published in 1951 
by the Harvard University Press marks the emergence of Sociology as a 
social science; it is Towards a General Theory vot “Action producedrunder 
the joint editorship of Parsons and Shils, with Tolman, Allport, 
Kluckhorn, Murray, Sears, Sheldon and Stouffer as authors. The regard 
which Talcott Parsons held for Tolman is best summed up in Parson's 
concluding chapter: 

"Logically this scheme (the general theory of Action) is founded 

on certain categories of behavior psychology. These contain by 

implications the main categories of the frame of reference of 

the theory of action. The implications, nowever, have not hereto- 

fore been drawn into a manner which would be adequate to the study 

of human personality, cultural and social systems, although the 
categories developed previously by Tolman in his study of animal 
behavior have brought these implications within reaching dis- 

tance’. "(1962 Sedation, p.- 205) 

The origins of expectancy/valence theory have been discussed not 
merely as a nistorical “curiosity; rather, it provides considerable 
insight as to how present day extensions and adaptations of Tolman's 
ideas have come to form an important basis of modern management science 
where echoes of Tolman's ideas continue to be pronounced in the litera- 
ture of modern management science as the factual basis for organiza- 
tional structure. Steiner (1974) without qualification states, "value 
systems not only influence objectives but also all sorts or decisions" 


(p. 331) Going further he cautions, "expectations of other managers, 
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hourly workers and staff are also important in what a company plans 
topdotlwesSS1). tAelarge company that can forecast changes in so- 
ciety's values that will affects its fortunes will obviously have an 
advantage." (p. 334) Finally Steiner advises the corporate lion that 
"finding a particular spot, a propitious niche, where a company can 
give a customer an irresistible value that is not being satisfied and 
at a relatively low cost is a strategy that has made many companies 
richaiie( p=1333)) 

The route through which Tolman's theories made their way into 
management science was only partially through Psychology and Educa- 
tion, where Tolman is regarded as a historical figure but one whose 
theories have been superceeded oy far more sophisticated and elegant 
formulations. Rather, Tolman's ideas largely penetrated the field of 
management science-through the restatement of the field of Sociology 
by the Harvard University Department of Social Relations and also 
through the influence that this Department had on the Harvard Gradu- 
ate School of Business. Tolman's model was a timely one —- it received 
support inssociology just at the time Psychology and its learning 
theorists were involved in the collapse of the Hull /Spence learning 
models and when the new groups of learning theories based on proba- 
blistic- concepts) were»still in their infancy. Tolman's model also 
stressed concepts tamiliar to the manager in that they have economic 
counterparts, for example, valences have the economic counterpart of 
marginal propensities - a concept well known to the manager. The 
concept of behavioral space stresses the individual's perceptions 
and beliefs, not the reality of the situation; and in the business 


world of the 1950's — one just discovering the magic of product and 
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corporate 'images', this was an easily accepted concept. Finally, 
value/expectancy theory is an adequate theoretical formulation to 
deal with individual behavior in the limited environment organiza- 
tional setting and to provide a theoretical formulation to deal with 
individual behavior in the limited environment organizational setting 
and to provide a theoretical formulation which encompassed a range 

of detail and variables suited to the organizational researcher 
(Mischel, 1973). 

As a consequence, while expectancy/valence models have received 
limited attention and use in present day psychological and educational 
circles, these models still possess considerable utility in organiza- 
tional/operations research. As a useful model, it has been developed 
and refined by several modern organization psychologists and manage- 
ment scientists among them Campbell, Dunnette, Lowler, and Weick 
(1970) Heneman and Schwab (1972), and Graen (1969). 

The modern version of expectancy/valence theory in its most 
Simplified form states that, 

"The motivational forces of an individual to perform is a multi- 

plicative finction of nis subjective probability, that his effort 

will lead to the receipt of certain rewards and the valence he 

places on these rewards! (Steers and Porter, 1974, p. 446) 

While more complex and elaborate statements of the theory exist, this 
simple statement is sufficient to gain an overview of the theory's 
Utility in the organizational setting. 

The utilitarian nature of expectancy/valence theory can be appre- 

ciated when one casts the findings of our review of the task-goal/ 


performance relationships against this theoretical background. If 
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one views the research findings from this theoretical perspective, 

it becomes apparent that the various task-goal attributes that affect 
individual performance do so because they affect either the expectancy 
component, the valence component, or both components comprising the 
motivational force equation. As the model is in essence a drive reduc-— 
tion one, any changes in motivational force (or drive) will be ac- 
companied by a correlative change in performance level/effort. 

Steers and Porter (1974) provide some interesting examples of 
how expectancy/valence theory can apparently reconcile the contra- 
dictory empirical findings discussed earlier in this paper. 

1: Goal specificity - By providing highly specific goals, the 

individual will know more precisely what is desired of him. 

This reduction in search behavior should clarify for the indi- 

vidual the relationship between effort, performance, and the 

resulting rewards. The strengthening of this relationship 
should elevate the individual's level of expectaticns related to 
the job resulting in more consistent performance. (Although 
total performance*will still be related to thervalence sattached 
to the need—reward component. ) 

2. Employee participation in goal setting - Participation may 

increase the valence the individual places on goal attainment 

due to increased ego involvement. Increasing the valence 

placed on potential goal attainment should increase performance. 

Further it may well be that performance differences observed 


between high need achievement individuals may be due to the 
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tendancy of the high need achievement individual to become ego 
involved in task outcomes and increase his valences regarding 
task outcomes accordingly. 
Steers and Porter's final example deals with the very complex 
peer competition-performance relationship - a relationship which has 
considerable implications for North American educational systems where 
a quasi-competitive performance evaluation system exists. 
3. (A) In the zero sum game situation, one where there can 
be only one winner, expectancy/valence theory would predict an 
increase in valences concerning outcomes due to the added value 
attached by the individual to attaining a goal being avidly sought 
by his peers. “However, as there’ can) be onlywones winner; it is 
probable that outcome expectancies would be lowered because the 
individual, suspecting that his peers also hold increased valences 
form thehfinalsreward, wound realize that increased effort might 
not necessarily lead te a reward slate. Therefore, the projected 
positive motivational increases due to larger reward valences 
would be largely negated due to lowered outcome expectancies and 
predicted performance level changes would be marginal. This 
prediction! of Littlesperformance changesinvalcompetitive, osingle 
winner, situation is in accord with tne majority of empirical 
evidence. 
(B) However, in a non-zero sum game situation, one in which 
the possibility of multiple winners exists, there is little reason 


to believe that competition would have a large effect on reward 
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valences; yet, outcome expectancies should be higher because 

there is the possibility of multiple winners. The final outcome 

predicted from the theory would again be marginal performance 

gains because the somewhat higher outcome expectancies would be 
negated by the lessening of goal valences.’ Again, this prediction 
is in accord with study findings. 

A point which seems to have eluded Steers and Porter is that 
valence/expectancy theory would predict that in the zero sum game 
Situation, valences would increase sharply for those goal components 
which in accord with the individual's beiief-value matrix, are perceived 
(based on past experience) to be most closely related to need satis-— 
facuronaerOn  thevotherekrand sin fue non-zero sum game situation this 
sharpening of valency 'focus' would not take place. Thus the predicted 
outcome for the zero sum game situation would be that key performance 
goals would be stressed and others would be sacrificed. For example, 
quality or craftsmanship might be ‘sacrificed’ to quantity of pro-— 
duction. The prediction in the non-zero sum game situation would be 
that no particular task goal would be preeminent over others and that 
the task goals would be dealt with as a unified group. 

These predictions are in general agreement with the empirical 
findings of peer competition-performance studies. Further, even 
casual reflection upon them will provide an operational description 
of how the performance-facilitative aspects of competitive situations 
can suddenly 'go sour' and result in determental outcomes for the group, 


not only in terms of individual performance, but also in terms of 
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individual performance, but also in terms of the attainment of the 
'wrong' objectives. The understanding of the role of expectations 
and valencies is very necessary in our modern social environment where 
we often desire to emphasize objectives such as "sportsmanship" and 
yet unknowingly establish a competitive paradigm wherein the largest 
increase invalencies is focused on the sole goal of 'winning'. Even 
more corrosive in the modern social situation is where individual 
performance is actually suppressed in the competitive situation 
because the individual acquires an expectancy set that he will fail. 
Under this sort of negative expectation, increasing goal valencies 
wili eventually cause gross distortions of the individual's belief- 
value matrix, since over a period of time his negative experiences 
will become incorporated into his formal belief-value system. If 
the empirical evidence on goal difficulty is credible, then not 
only would overall effort decrease, but the values placed on central 
poals would be shifted to minor, peripheral goals. ,; The ultimate 
consequence could well be that the very goals the competitive situ- 
ation was 'designed' to foster and protect would come to be discarded 
from the individual's belief-value matrix. The individual's behavior 
space would become dominated by other goals, some of which could easily 
be socially or psychologically maladaptive. 

The powerful effects of goal acceptance are easily understood 
in terms of expectancy/valence theory. If a goal is truly accepted 
at thewindividual level it must ibe inferred ithatrin terms -of «the 
individual's belief-value matrix, the assignedgoal nas a high valence 


with a resulting increase in motivational force. If a task goal 
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is not accepted at the individual level, then it is very unlikely 
that it would be assigned a high valence, consequently performance/ 
effort will be“small’. “in fact, it the assigned task goal was not 
accepted while the reward-expectation of the situation was very large, 
it could well happen that the individual's belief-value system would 
throw forth a purely personal goal, unrelated to the group task. 

Under this condition, performance might not only be at a lower than 
desired level, it might contain counter-productive elements tending 
to destroy the -entiretindividual-or croup et fort: 

In this present study of family decision making we shall see 
how greater care and attention should be given to individual expectancies 
and valences especially as they relate to task goals, situational- 
environmental factors, and individual differences. Also of great con- 
cern is the basic mechanism by which overall organizational goals are 
translated into task goals and the process by which task ees Litcced 
to the framework of personal values and expectations. 

It is interesting to note that those family problem solving 
techniques which have achieved empirical success contain mechanisms 
and procedures by which the values of individual family members can 
be determined, their expectations explored, and finally procedures 
through which the development of the individual's belief-value 
system can develop satisfying activities within a framework stressing 
growth and development. 

For example, referring to the fundamental propositions of 


Dreikurs' Family Council technique discussed earlier and the cross 


deer anc-m of) of ketal | bes totmarin eing @ 
me? qeeol @ 26 SF atm pan nahn aera ae 
ar ftgred we hiegts (6: O8177 lipo siemney Manes oratee® 
q0ste bebe oS even 
me ee i a ea ay yhota Sra 
ipvtitehe,$> asin’ ed ids Poiritytte “ee Otee 


edgig need wv sfota" yor? Ww €r ademas! 


~| pals sagas ‘ 


dos *terg 20 LTA’. (eeOnOyeTELA! Dauitvi sel a 
we sieog lansditatTaggno (Abssre hee 4 solgutveny 2]eed 
eee) «(vgs ante ead dy (i Besagt, i) 289 otecg tanh word 
anduscrssige banlenulh’ shes 

grit cue rete el dnggt MOTOS RAN PAR Se erirorwrat 
ee en a ke ave eellLaw 
extubeaows Vilenst ane <Pahutighe mrt erstget Z -_ 
abtavateleed. et ein Lins Gey Fe Joely enti: ah 


indexing of these propositions with Cleland's planning attributes 
(figure I-2), it is apparent that individual values and expectancies 
play central roles in each of these systems. 

In the Family Council technique great emphasis is laid on under- 
standing and respecting the values and expectancies of others, obtain-—- 
ing family consensus, goal acceptance, and agreement on the mutual 
action to be undertaken by the family group. Further, procedural 
emphasis is focused on positive experiences which help individuals 
develop an understanding of tne consequences of personal actions. 

The effect of these growth-encouraging experiences over a period of 

time should be to develop the belief~value matrix of the individual 

in a manner that provides a behavioral space in which the individual 
Can attain his full potential as a human, being. 

Our discussion of the Dreikurs' technique has been an illustrative 
one to demonstrate the way a specific motivational model such as the 
expectancy/valence model can be used to further our understanding 
of the dynamics and processes behind decisional techniques. While 
this discussion has revealed the empirical procedures which con- 
tribute to the effectiveness of the Family Council technique, it 
also reveals several weaknesses in the program. First, there exists 
no formal link between Family Council techniques and relevant 
motivational theories of organizational/individual behavior. While 
"theory merely for theory's sake'' should be sparingly advocated, 
there is considerable value in having a theoretical model linked 
to empirical procedures. This value is mainly realized when 


empirical procedures fail to reach the desired level of effectiveness. 
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Where program effectiveness has been limited, the availability of 

a theoretical model will often help to pin-point the cause and also 
serve to guide corrective efforts. At present the Dreikurs' technique 
has theoretical linkages with the psychic compensating mechanism 
(social interest driving forces) postulated by Adler. Undoubtedly 
the basic human/social orientation of the Family Council technique 
flows from this ideological base. Unfortunately, this emphasis 

[éads” to a@ neglect otv"other causal and ‘operational “factors antthe 
techniques overall design® This’ deficiency could’ easily be 

remedied by the informal use of multi-component motivational 

models such as the expectancy/valence one to augment the pro- 
fessional tools available to the practitioner for gaining better 
theoretical insights into the operational aspects of the Family 
Council. Finally, one must be acutely aware of the negative con- 
sequences that can arise from group goal setting. Lack of acceptance 
of task goals, “goals that are too easy or too difficult; goals’ that 
are perceived as being too rigid or not specific enough will all 
cause undesirable changes in the perceived credibility of the entire 
group effort leading to a general lack of individual or group achieve- 
ment. Great care must be taken by the persons leading the group, 

be they parents, educators, or managers, to ensure that the general 
parameters of the group effort, are well specified, understood by the 
individual members, and, most important, truly accepted as personal 


goals of the concerned individual. 
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Cognitive Limitations to Planning 


The cause of this failure to attain future goals may not reside 
ingthe individual, buterather itmmay, besindicative of soctety asa 
whole. Linstone (1973, 1974) discusses a major psychological process 
thet <attects virtually all planning whether it*occurssat tthevsocial, 
familial, or industrial level. This is the concept that without 
conscious realization, people tend to discount the future. In the 
same manner that a banker "discounts" future dollars because he is 
uncertain of their future value, a person discounts future facts of 
uncertain value and impact in comparison with facts which relate to 
the here and now. 
"A bitter lesson which every forecaster and planner learns is 
that the vast majority of his clientele has a very short plan- 
ning horizon as well as a short memory. Most people are really 
only concerned with their immediate neighborhood in space and 
time. Occurrences which appear to be far removed from the 
resent position are heavily discounted. Moreover, the degree 
of discounting may well vary with the individual's cultural 

and social status. A person at the bottom of Maslow's human 

values pyramid will discount environmental pollution much more 

heavily than someone near the top. The poor, for whom survival 
is a daily challenge, are hardly going to lose much sleep over 
apollution orppopulation. crisis» twenty years ani taerfuture 

Apparently discounting acts in both directions — future and past. 

Aecrisis aboutate happen 1s*discountedmiattle;  whilecrevents a 

generation in the future or in the past are discounted severely." 


(T3738. Goo) 


<a 


siesaeey tokatiycl te aed. ion at eceenrnandi” 1408 STAT 
 tpieerd alt 7a: ewete 2S ~yet ade qetamig 4 be. 

oot te sae dae ae ah ohh nteby tyssmine 

ods. 68 nawets ‘ate, Vauere hs ae yee sigont 

{apie mb et, oael W gdetng ate" onan & tae 


‘ S7) (ice 


sah sre ec sole it aAteteg S sti AY tay eri whet Prd 
atates avaih #iger (iw es Jat Sean Ok “pinay ile ater euaraee 


sec bo re oe = 

ieee yendehe She et saneueh yaeve sind aggre tbh a 7 
piey te ae eiienarse£kb 4 aa ‘tial an dey: ane tet. " 

Ins POMS: &A5 toy me, (LE sola : 


“) 
— 3 gitikgh abe wean setnd wed analy rannanss stipe a” 
; oe 
eit eons =? ops ~eeqae (el iy canemeteryy 23 oe 
weeedau Ahetaime se ol Pv eat, em 219 35 280R, 


3 fandiwnsn 2 opi, Raia ey 4 ay ‘gee gabtnunank 


ie T; Nisa. Je 


ma: 7270 


? ww sf ra ( 


ripe, cone beak Atetsee Saree Ngee) 6 ee iniqde 
trom: hue eoltal hoe bssbaivelirhde sine L2tw bhabenyp, eave 
Leulerne aosw. tL eon SHE cmos Sat ac Gonecrmi Aan Nd kee 
nave teetie Rosi Saab oar pihing elie gas «apmetbeates Cheey, y 
5a ods 08 ahi, ASete_ ele GetteaIDS:s 
ee 
5 eeHeva ate aigll benipRriNND ot niegtst oF onadeates” 
Srpleccieenneidrton anne» east ee 


i on 7 a are: ee -_ 


Linstone feels that there are only two techniques that will 
offset the discounting phenomenon. One is to move the crisis or 
opportunity close in terms of time and space until it is within the 
average” person's current Tield of perception or planning horizon. 

The other technique is to extend the person's planning horizon wntrl 
he or she can grasp the true dimensions of a given problem. The 
technique of contracting time and space is frequently used in 
investigative jairnalism where a ‘large crisis' is discussed and 

then related to happenings in a person's own immediate sphere of 
activreres under the famaiiar, "fhis could happen right here in 
Canada - even in your own home town." The second technique, that 

of developing the perspective of the individual, is a fundamental 
objective of the education system although the capacity of the educa- 
tion system to achieve this objective has not been, to a large degree, 
demonstrated. 

In a later paper Linstone (1974) states that there are basically 
four 7 oOrecasting species: 

1. Discounters — This most common type has an interest only 

in near term problems,is disinterested in forecasts, and operates 

on a day to day "improvisation" basis. 

2. Extrapolators — This is the second most common type of 

individual. Here the future is seen asm extension of the past. 

Persons in this group use trends, extrapolations -— models based 

on the past and similar tools to guide and plan their activities. 

The use of these tools results in a characteristic emphasis on 


data and empericism. 
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3. Goal Setters - This small group of individuals operates from 
the basic premise that the future can be created. This approach 
is functionally idealistic. It places heavy emphasis on needs 
analyses, imagination and vision. Values are stressed and new 
models or solutions, not based on past structures, are sought. 
4. Cybeneticists - Here the focus is on the combining of past 
and future approaches, the use of feedback mechanisms, multiple 
methodologies and the interaction of exploratory and normative 
forecasting. The emphasis of this group in on adaptive solutions 
and alternative futures which can be communicated and used to 
structure future events’. 
Linstone recognizes that the "four planning species" are in 
reality only general groupings;and that while the first two types 
are relatively common, and the third type present in some strength, 
the fourth type of person is relatively rare. in addition, Linstone 
does not present these four groups as absolute, rather, they are 
intended to remind us that forecasting or even attempting to determine 
the future consequences of present events may be rendered impossible 
because of a lack of skills and knowledges. Even an accurate estimate 
of the outcomes of events may be discounted by individuals, communities 
or Natwons, Not out of a perverse or stubborn refusal to accept the 
factsrput, Simply souteofean inability to relate Tuture events) vo the 
here and now. Since appreciation of the futurity of present actions 
greatly influence the normal operating range cf the individual, we 
should focus our attention on other aspects of planning as it relates 


to the home, the school and other social institutions. 
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In Linstone's taxonomy, a family that successfully made use of 
the Family Council would represent a mixture of "goal setters" and 
"cyberneticists". Certainly Dreikurs' basic propositions regarding 
the development of social conscience (or if you will, a sense of 
humanity) and the understanding of natural and logical consequences 
of personal actions are closely related to Linstone's view that the 
individual's field of planning perception must be expanded if the 
ramifications of social problems are to be grasped. 

"A narrative cannot communicate a painting by Van Gogh, neither 

can it communicate a future urban or business environment. A 

picture cannot communicate a ballet as performed by Nureyev 

and, ity cannot depict, a societal breakdown. ~-1t is significant 

that some artists have been able to communicate complex futures 

far more effectively than any other technological forecaster I 

know of. Just consider Orwell's 1984 and Burgess' A Clockwork 

Orange." (Linstone, 1974, .p. 45) 

"Communication goes beyond words - we all know the impact of 

a look,.a gesture, and how these can .gladden or hurt.) We are 

becoming aware of the meaning of other wordless communication 

ashwebl  Vee(Dreikurs ethaly<1974;jp% 19) 

While Cleland (1974) has outlined the salient characteristics 
of formal planning systems, in an organizational setting of any degree 
of complexity, what sort of planning system might be used if a com- 
prehensive one is not present? Steiner (1969, 1974) argues that 


there are just two basic planning models: the intuitive-anticipatory 
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model and the formal comprehensive planning system. 

For Steiner the intuitive-anticipatory model has certain major 
characceristics: 

l. Generally it is the work of one person 

2. itt seldom provides a formal, written set of plans 

o- it has a comparatively short time horizon and also a 

snort réaction time 
4. It is based on past experience, the 'pgut feel', the 
'judgement' 

SceIner pPOunts cut that this model 1s an important one and that it 
is fundamentally based on the creativity of the person who is the 
group leader. Steiner admits that, "many managers have extraordinary 
Capacities to intuitively devise brilliant strategies and methods to 
carry them out." (1974, p. 326) This very statement contains the 
principal difficulty with the intuitive-anticipatory approach, which 
for want of a better term can be described as the fault being person- 
nel sensitive. In the hands of a brilliant, creative manager, this 
method can have startling results, but these results are the results 
of the interaction of one man with the organizational environment —- 
the process itself has no robustness aside from the personal character- 
istics of the key person. It cannot provide the managers with skills, 
it can only make use of the ones that the person brings into the 
decision making environment. Results, therefore, may be said to stem 


from the person rather than from the process itself. 
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The formal planning system on the other hand, demonstrates the 
following characteristics: 

1. It is organized and developed on the basis of a set of 

formal procedures 

ep-pelt is explicit; people know whatvis being wdone 

3. It is empirically (research) based 

4. It involves the work of many people 

5. It results in a set of formal plans and/or agreements 

which are often in written form 

From our review of the role of task-goal attributes and performance 
it is apparent that the formal planning process accommodates many of 
the requirements necessary for enhanced group performance: goal 
specificity, group participation, goal acceptance, etc. Accordingly, 
the formal planning. system has characteristics which provide, by their 
very nature, a measure of decision robustness which is far less sens- 
tive to the personal characteristics of the central person because the 
role of decision-maker is diffused over the entire group. 

Steiner points out that these two methods often clash because 
the formal planning system places additional constraints on the central 
authority figures of the decisional process. Obviously as more people 
participate in planning systems the role of central authorities decreases. 
Yet, Steiner argues that there really should be no formal-intuitive 
conflict as they complement each other because the two planning systems 
are coextensive with each other. This fundamental notion of co-extensive-— 


ness is recognized by those authors who propose extending the tradi- 
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tional intuitive-anticipatory approach through its merging with a 
formal planning process. 

As it was reviewed earlier, the Family Council technique.is 
fundamentally a formal planning technique and many of its basic 
propositions are designed to provide a buffer that eases the transition 
from an intuitive approach to a system that includes many of the 
aspects of a formal planning system. For example, conflict arising 
from the transferrence of decisional authority from .a few key 
people to the group is dealt with by the fundamental proposition 
that human beings can only function as equals. A desirable state 
resulting from the application of the proposition and which is provided 
by Dreikurs as a behavioral target is that power is based not on 
positional or authority factors but on experience and expert know- 
ledge. Clearly Dreikurs anticipated, as did Steiner, problems that 
could arise when a formal planning system is introduced. 

Values and Moral Judgement Strategies 

Thus far our discussion has centered around considerations of 
the relationship of an organization to formal planning models, and 
how these models might serve the organizational needs that exist with- 
in a family. In this discussion we have drawn upon a large body 
Of psychological literature supported by selected empirical, studies 
from the field of management science to demonstrate that formal plan- 
Tling models can be .tilizedsat the level of the family andsthat a 
major technique advocated for use in the family setting, in fact, 
conforms to the characteristics which identify a formal planning 


system. 
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Unfortunately, there is little guidance to be obtained from the 
field of management science which directly bears on systems for 
clarifying values or for developing moral judgements, except where 
*Nese areas are directly related to the work envirenmens. Yet, the 
clarification of social and personal values and the development 
of moral judgement abilities are objectives of prime importance at 
the family level and ones which often involve educators in the role 
of supplying support and encouragement to the primary family effort. 

Fortunately, tne importance of these matters have long been 
recognized by educators, psychologists, and other professionals 
interested in the areas of humanistic and developmental psychology. 
While the full ramifications of these issues are beyond the scope of 
the present study, if we accept Cleland's (1974) premise that a formal 
planning system must be concerned with the futurity of present deci- 
Sions, carry Ouc the Teen ean and dissemination of essential 
values, objectives and goals, and develop a guiding conceptual frame- 
work; then the concerns of the formal planning system closely parallel 
the approaches of authors such as Simon, Howe and Kirschenbaum (1972) 
who encourage the use of strategies, 

"which help students become aware of the beliefs and behaviors 

they prize and would be willing to stand up for in and out of the 

classroom. He (the teacher) uses materials and methods which 
encourage students to consider alternative modes of thinking 

and acting. Students learn to weigh the pros and cons and the 

consequences of the various alternatives. The teacher also 


helps the students to consider whether their actions match their 
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stated beliefs and if not, how to bring the two into closer 

harmony. Finally, he tries to give students options, in and 

out of class; for only when students begin to make their own 

choices and evaluate the actual consequences, do they develop 

theisitown values." (07972, 9.20) 

Simon, Howe and Kirschenbaum's approach does not aim to instill 
any particular set of values in the child. Rather it is a set of 
"thought experiments" by which the child can explore and think through 
the value related issues present in a series of problems. By studying 
these issues in detail the individual can more clearly discern the 
particular values they hold in relation to the problem, in relation 


to thcse values held by their peers, and in relation to those values 


put forward by the teacher/moderator assisting them with the procedure. 


Combs, Richards and Richards (1976) in reviewing the humanistic 
approaches to the study of persons suggests that a value-clarifying 
approach such as that of Simon, Howe and Kirschenbaum (1972) is, 
"Dy ano means a ’panacea, but iti certainly represents an 
important and useful contribution to the humanization of 
education. Our public schools have long been preoccupied 
with the cognitive-informational aspects of learning. Affective- 
perceptual aspects have largely been left to chance. There 
ist increasing recognition, however, that a truly effective edu-— 
cational system must be humanistically oriented to encourage the 
growth of the learner as a person as well as knower or behaver. 
To provide such education requires a humanistic psychology con- 


cerned with the interrelationships between behavior and human 
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experience. Techniques like values clarification, designed 

to help young people explore and develop their values and 

beliefs, are important steps toward humanizing education." 

(Bove ; (pss137) 

As Combs, Richards and Richards (1976) indicate, value-clarifying 
techniques are strategies which supply a conceptual framework for the 
identification and study of values held by the individual and like 
the more general planning models proposed by Steiner (1974) and Cleland 
(1974), Simon, Howe, and Kirschenbaum's (1972) approach serves as 
a technique by which a philosophical content area/body of literature 
may be translated into a design for daily living. 

in the case of value-clarifying models, the body of literature 
is based on humanistic models of psychosocial development and includes 
authors in the existentialist tradition such as Vicktor Frankl (1967) 
and Rollo May (1953), cognitive theorists such as Kohlberg and Gilligan 
(1971) and Kohlberg and Mayer (1972), and the earlier humanistic 
psychologists such as Maslow (1959). For a thorough treatment of 
this topic the reader is referred to the excellent overview of 
humanistic psychology prepared by Buhler and Allen (1972) which directly 
addresses itself to the role of humanistic psychology in briding the 
rift petween students and society, or the equally comprehensive 


reviews by Combs, Richaras and Richards (1976) or Severin (1973). 
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The Literature — A Summary Statement 


Our discussion of the literature has been based on the 
proposition that the relation between family and school influences 
and a drug inclusive lifestyle may be best understood by examining 
the home decisional environment of the individual from an organiza-— 
tion perspective. From this approach counter-—cultural manifestations 
such as drug use may represent basic failures in the planning- 
decisional structure of the home, possibly due to the failure of 
the home to move beyond the intuitive-adaptive approach to decision 
making. 

The review of the literature reveals that adequate planning 
systems are concerned with: the future consequences of present 
decisions, the identification and dissemination of strategic values, 
and objectives, the development of a guiding conceptual framework 
to provide a mechanism for creating strategy to deal with a wide range 
of problems and opportunities, and the development of an overall 
complex of plans to establish future directions. 

We have reviewed how at least one technique, Dreikurs', for 
solving family problems fits the conceptual model of a comprehensive 
planning system. Major stumbling blocks to the implementation of 
such planning systems were examined. Resistance to planning was 
thought to stem from two sources, fear of the unknown and adherence 
to long term practice. Lack of motivation to accept change or to 
improve performance was explored and goal specificity, participation 
in goal setting, knowledge of results, peer competition, goal 


difficulty, and goal acceptancewere found to be key variables in 
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establishing motivatonal processes in the organizational setting. 
The role cf expectancy-valence theory in understanding often con- 
tradictory empirical findings in the task-goal-performance triad 
was discussed as well as the theory's impact on management decisions. 
Considerable attention was devoted to gaining insight into the cog- 
nitive limitations of planners especially as they relate to the 
'crisis discounting processes', planning/cognitive style, and to 
the failure of our communications mechanisms to adequately describe 
the future problems so that contemporary plans can be adjusted to 
further the futurity of present decisions. The coextensiveness of 
the intuitive-anticipatory approach and the comprehensive planning 
approach were examined. It was a general finding that these two 
viewpoints need not be antagonistic, rather they could be mutually 


beneficial. 
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Instrument 

The instrument used was an adaptation of the questionnaire 
developed by Larson (1969A, 1969B) and used in his study of the 
structure of salient social influences during adolescence. The 
format and many of the items contained in the instrument were used 
because they provided some important advantages: 

1. The study itself was based on a well prepared analysis 

of a large number of studies (drawn from sociological sources) 

examining the question of socializing influence within a 

sociological frame of reference. It successfully pulled 

together many diverse aspects of previous research “and 
established relationships petteen disparate components. It 
was extensively pre-tested and considerable evidence exists 
supporting its overall validity. 

2. A large sample of adolescent and parent responses was 

obtained permitting comparisons of future studies with a 

relatively stable, well-defined data base. 

However, the questionnaire as it was originally designed was 
developed to test sociological constructs and the data analysis 
procedure which Larson used introduced significant limitations to 
the analysis of the data in terms of the psychological body of 
literature. The use of the results was especially limited because 
the influence of family decisions was not explored in sufficient 


detail. Other limitations are detailed in the following points: 
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1. While student data was linked to the parent data; this 
linkage was not utilized to compare the perception of individual 
students with those of their own parents (e.g. parents’ perception 
of pehavioral influences could not be easily compared with the 
perceptions of their children who participated in the student 
survey). 
2. There was excessive detail in the parents' questionnaire 
in that both the mother and the father were each asked to fill 
out a long questionnaire which resulted in a low rate of 
response from this segment of the study. This reduced the 
sample available for analysis to a considerable degree and 
in this case the "trade-off" of extra information for a 
smaller sample size was not advantageous tc the experimenter. 
3. The study was conducted in a small community (population 
11,000) and this would considerably limit the generalization 
of its findings to the general urban population. 
4. The study data were almost wholly analyzed using a 
hierarchical clustering technique. While this method was 
appropriate to the sociological models under test, it was 
limited in its power to produce a clear picture of the data. 
Student Questionnaire 
With these points in mind, the present questionnaire was con- 
structed. In order to provide some illumination of the "high risk 
family concept" mentioned in both the Interim and the Final Reports 
of the Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of Drugs, 


specific questions on the ethnic origin of parents, principal 
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language spoken, and family religion, family structure, work patterns 
of parents; size of family, and occupation of head of household were 
prepared. 

A section on drug use by the individual student, his parents, 
and siblings, including kind of drug used, frequency and duration 
of use, and parental knowledge of drug use was included. Wherever 
possible these items were comparable with those used in studies con- 
ducted by the Addiction Research Foundation in Ontario and the Narcotic 
Addiction Foundation of British Columbia. This standardization of 
drug use items was carried out to facilitate cross—provincial com-— 
parisons. 

A section dealing with attitudes and perceptions towards teachers, 
parents, and best friends attempted in some detail to define the 
sources of influence and the various behavior models adopted by the 
SLudents.eml nis sectionsas well as ia number of items femurs how 
decisions were arrived at within individual families was developed, 
largely based on the items used in Larscn's previously discussed 
study. “The student instrument is reproduced in Appendix "Al". 

Parent Questionnaire 

The parent instrument is a very short form and was largely 
drawn from Larson's (1969B) version. In the present version, a 
single instrument was provided for both parents to fill out as a 
group. If the child was from a single parent home or a "no parent 
home", the actual head of the household was asked to complete the form. 


The parent questionnaire contains items analogous to the student 
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questionnaire on the decision structure of home, as well as perceptions 
of the school, home and community. When matched with the students' 
responses, the responses of the parent were analyzed to examine the 
amount of congruence or disparity within the members of the family 
unit concerning the decisional structure of the home and perceived 
sources of behavioral influence. The parent questionnaire is reproduced 
in Appendix "B", 
Instrument Stability 

Both the parent questionnaire and the student questionnaire 
were administered in a test-retest situation to a group of 74 parents 
and 208 students, once in a morning session and the second time in 
an afternoon session on the same day. The test-retest Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients for each item on the parent 
questionnaire are listed in Appendix "C", Table C-l. Similarly 
derived Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for the 
student questionnaire are also listed in Appendix "C"', Table C-2. 
These coefficients, which are really coefficients of stability, were 
ableimithe erange of .720-.998 and indicated that the questionnaire 
could be readily understood by the persons taking the ‘test. As the 
instruments largely used simple nominal scales, problems of item 
difficulty and item discrimination did not arise. 
Sample 

The sample consists of approximately 1,000 grade 7 to 9 students 
from seven Edmonten schools (3 separate, 4 public). The schools were 
selected by the two school boards as being generally representative 
of all of the schools in the system. Further, within each system a 


representative 'new'! neighborhood, "well established" neighborhood, 
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and "older" neighborhood school was identified and its residents par- 
ticipated in the survey. There was no sampling within individual schools 
as the entire grade 7 to 9 population participated in the survey. 

It should be noted that experimenter had little choice in the 
identification of the representative schools; however, as the selection 
list was established by the professional researcher of each of the 

two boards, it is reasonable to accept their choice as a valid 
representative sample. The internal strata of the sample, being 

based on neighborhood age was subjected to a differential analysis to 
determine that it was a significant sample characteristic. 

The parent questionnaire was administered to the parents of the 
student sample via a take-home packet. Response rate was excellent 
and a preliminary linkage yielded approximately 535 family units 
Spread approximately equally over the schools of the two systems. 
Where more then one child from an individual family attended a 
school, one child was randomly chosen to be compared with his or 
her parents. 

Psychological Hypotheses 

The statement of the Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medical 
Use of Drugs concerning the high risk family can be summed up ina 
number of discrete statements spread over a number of operational 
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AFFECTIVE STRUCTURE OF THE HOME 

High Risk -— Poor communication, lack of perceived affection-— 
parents uncertain of roles and’ fall back on 
intellectualized approach to problems 

Low Risk - Warm and happy relations in home, family is 
forgiving and like each other 

DECISIONAL FRAMEWORK OF HOME 

Participation in Decisions 

High Risk - Mother dominant, father lacking in leadership 
parents permissive stressing "freedom" 

Low Risk —- Leadership from father — authoritative but 
not autocratic, personal freedoms of child 
based on responsibility 

Sources of Input to Decisional Processes 

High Risk - Dependent on approval and guidance of others 

Low Risk - Resistant to group pressure, more independent 
in judgements 

With the above points in mind, it is hypothesized that: 
AFFECTIVE STRUCTURE OF THE HOME 
1. Lack of perceived affection in the home environment 
will be accompanied by an increase in the non-medical 
use of drugs by children living 1n such homes. 

2. Communication difficulty in the home will be 

significantly related to the non-medical use of 


drugs by children from such homes. 
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ISIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE HOME 

3. Mother dominant two parent homes will have a higher 
incidence of child non-medical drug use than traditional, 
father dominant homes, or homes in which major decision 
are made on a joint basis by both parents. 

4. Users of non-medical drugs will demonstrate greater 
receptivity to the influences of peer groups, as opposed 
parents, than non-users of non-medical drugs. 


analysis of the data focused on the behavioral influences 


Parental decision processes, including the level of involve— 
menu or the child in tis home-decision process and the testing 
of father/mother dominance effects 

Mievar lective ss trucuures of the nome 

Intra-family communication 


use or the decision not to use drugs on a non-medical basis. 
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RESULTS, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 
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The Affective Structure of the Home 


The Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of Drugs 
felt that a key area in the shaping of an individual's decisional 
framework was the affective structure of the home; including the 
ability to communicate within the home setting, the degree of per- 
ceived affection, the ability of the parents’ to -play the "actor"! 
role, stressing the mutual bond of affection between parent and 
child even under the day to day stresses of a home where adolescents 
are striving to assume their adult roles. The defining statement 
of the affective relationship in the home is simple, "Do the family 
members like each other." 

The brief question, "I like my child very much" was posed to 
the parent respondents in the present study. Their responses are 


tabulated in Table III-l. 


Table III-1 
Genuine Liking of Child -— Parents' Responses 


STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY TOTAL 


AGREE DISAGREE 
I like my child N 374 Lays 2 LO] 528 
very much: % 70.8% O74 4% Los 1% 100% 


From table III-1 it is apparent that a sizeable majority of 
parents agree that they genuinely like their children (N=425, 80.5%); 
however, one fifth of all parents (N=103, 19.5%) indicated that they 
did not agree that they like their children and nearly all of those 
who did not agree held the polar position of "strongly diagree" 


(N=101, 19.2%). 
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Parents on the other hand fared much better at the hands of 
their children. Table III-2 gives the findings of the parallel 


statement of table III-l which was posed to the student respondents. 


Table III-2 
Genuine Liking of Parent - Students' Responses 


STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY TOTAL 


AGREE DISAGREE 
i like my parents N= 320 15s 26 ABS) Bee 
very much % Gul5% 30.4% 5.0% eis 100% 


As shown in this table, less than nine percent of the students 
surveyed (N=42, 8.1%) disagreed with this statement, and almost two- 
thirds (N=320, 61.5%) of the students elected to hold the most posi- 
tive, polar position of "strongly agree" in terms of how well they 
liked their parents. 

Nor did this general feeling of affection for significant 
individuals in the students' environment end at the front door of 
the homé; in a parallel question directed to tap affective feelings 


towards teachers, students gave the following responses (table III-3). 


Table III-3 
Genuine Liking of Teachers: Students’ Responses 


STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY TOTAL 


AGREE DISAGREE 
I like my N= She) 216 201 47 eyes} 
teachers very % Se 41.3% shsl5.ay6 9% 100% 


much 


A little over one-half (52.5%) of the students agreed that they 


liked their teachers very much. While slightly more than two hundred 
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students (38.5%): held some negative feelings towards their teachers 
less than ten per cent (N=47, 9%) held the "strongly disagree" 
polar’ posttion. 

The response to the teacher-affection question of table III-3 
points out that the response on these questions probably reflects 
the true feeling of the respondents, and is influenced only slightly 
by social desirability. As the questionnaire was administered in 
the school setting, had social desirability been a determining 
criterion for answering, then one would have expected a pronounced 
shift towards the most positive portions of the four point scale 
to make the teachers 'look good' to the researchers. Such a shift 
is not evident. This finding if taken with the thirty-five percent 
of the students who placed their feeling for their parents in the 
agree-disagree categories suggests that the response is mediated 
more by the respondent's genuine feelings than by a desire to provide 
a socially desirable answer. 

Parents are often called upon to be actors in the social frame- 
work of the home. The extent to which parents consciously act as 


if they like their child is tabulated in table III-4. 


Table III-4 
Acting-Liking of Child: Parents’ Responses 


STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY TOTAL 


AGREE DISAGREE 
I always act as N= 146 eke, aS 96 nee 
SESTOLIRG my % 28.1% 36.9% 16.5% 18.5% 100% 


child 


Nearly two-thirds of the parents (N=336, 65%) agreed that they 
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always acted as if they liked their:child. This acting role is not 
lost on the students being surveyed whose responses to a parallel 


question are given in table III-5. 


Table III-5 
Student Perception of Affection of Parents 


STRONGLY AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY TOTAL 


AGREE DISAGREE 
My parents always N= 178 174 1905 50 507 
act as if they % 35.4% 34.7% 20.3% O47 100% 


like me 


More than two-thirds of the students surveyed (N=252, 70.3%) 

perceived their parents as always acting as if they liked them. 

While nineteen percent of the parents expressed genuine dislike 

for their children, and while almost nineteen percent of the parents 
surveyed made little attempt to act as if they liked their children, 
only about one-half of this percentage (9.7%, N=50) of students 
surveyed held perceptions which strongly disagreed with the statement 
that their parents always acted as if they liked them. 

The transmission of the affective component within the home is 
most clearly seen in table III-6 which is a cross-tabulation of the 
information of tables III-l and IIIi-2 with the categories of agree- 
ment and disagreement grouped to form a 2 X 2 contingency table. 

Table III-6 reveals no significant departures between parents' 
expressed affection for their children and their children's expressed 
affection for their parents. The overall level of concordance was 
76.1% and the errors in perception were (reflected in the off diagonal 


entries) in the direction of an over estimation by the students as 
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Table III-6 


Parents' Genuine Liking of Child by Child's Liking of Parent 


Parents: AGREE 

I like my child DISAGREE 

very much TOTAL 
TOTAL % 


Percentage by 


AGREE 
DISAGREE 


Percentage by 


AGREE 
DISAGREE 


Percentage by 


AGREE 
DISAGREE 


Students: 
I like my parents very much 


DIS- 
AGREE AGREE 


378 B2 
930 9 
468 Al 
91.9 Siig Ik 

Rows 

92.9 WES 
90.9 Gis al 
Columns 


74.3 6.3 
ins 


Chi, Squared=.178 with DF=1, 


(Based on Tables III-1 and III-2) 


TOTAL 
410 


39 
509 


P>.60 
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80.6 
19.4 
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to their parents actually liking them (17.7%) as .opposed to 6.3% 
of the students who felt that their parents did not like them, con- 
trary to the statement of their respective parent. 

The ability of parents to act successfully as if they like 
thei ym ehildreneis demonstrated in table T11-7." This’ table is a 
cross-tabulation of the 2 X 2 grouping of the agreement/disagreement 
categories of tables III-4 and III-5. 

The findings outlined in table III-7 failed to reach statistical 
Significance, accordingly it appears that children are quite able 
to characterize the actions of their parents with regard to 
affective feelings. However, the parent as an actor is not as 
effective as the parent who deals from a base of genuine affection. 
This is noticeable in the lower level of concordance (67.3%) and 
the only slight sr Eeenee nelucen the students' over and under - 
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Table III-7 


Parents’ — Act: as if Like Ch 
Students’ Perceptions of Parents 


My parents always act as 


gE 


AGREE 

Parents: AGREE BS 
I always act as DISAGREE 3S) 
sie 1B LAWS inyy igh ale! TOTAL 562 
TOTAL % 69.6 


Percentage by Rows 


AGREE WOR 
DISAGREE 67.4 


Percentage by Columns 


AGREE 65.6 
DISAGREE sa2 


Percentage by Total 


AGREE 45.8 
DISAGREE 23.8 


Ghiwsquareda. 59) aisch 


(Based on Tables III-4 and III-5) 
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Drug Use and the Affective Structure of the Home 


Table III-6 revealed no significant departures between parents 
expressed affection for their children and their children's expressed 
affection for théir parents. 

When other cross-tabulated data provided in table III-6 is 
subdivided by drug user category (table III-8), no significant 
relationships are found either within or between the three user 
categories. 

A variable of central interest in the present study was drug 
use (item 22 on the student questionnaire). Initially this item 
had five categories, three user categories and two non-user 
categories. The user categories were differentiated into those 
students who were still using drugs, those students who had used 
drugs and might use them again, and those students who had used 


drugs but who felt they would not use them again. The non-user 


category was divided into two groups, those who had not used drugs but 


who might like to try them and those who had not used drugs and 

did not feel that they were going to use them. Because of low 

cell frequency these categories were regrouped into a single user 
category which contained all the people who had ever used drugs 
including those who were presently using them, those who might use 
them again and those who had used them and were no longer using them 
and did indicate they would not be using them again. The non-user 
category was grouped into two groups, potential users - those who had 
not used drugs but who indicated they might like to try them and 


non-users —- those who had not used drugs and who had no intention of 
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Table III-8 


Parents’ Genuine Liking of Child by 
Chiild’s Liking of Parents 
Subdivided by Drug Use Category 


User Group 


Students 

DIS- 
Parents AGREE AGREE TOTAL % 
AGREE 26 5 31 TSS 
DISAGREE 6 2 8 20a0 
TOTAL oe 7 39 100.0 
TOTAL % S204 7 ao 
Percentage by Rows 
AGREE oer sys 
DISAGREE one 25.0 
Percentage by Columns 
AGREE Sls (ies 
DIS AGREE 13.9 28.6 
Percentage by Total 
AGREE 66.7 ii Es: 
DISAGREE 15.0 cere 


Chi Squared corrected for continuity=.0004 
Wirt Db=1 PS. oO 


Parents 


AGREE 
DISAGREE 
TOTAL 
TOTAL % 


Table III-8 
(continued) 


Potential User Group 


891.7 


Percentage by Rows 


AGREE 
DISAGREE 


Percentage by Columns 


AGREE 
DISAGREE 


86.0 
94.7 


fs 


Percentage by Total 


AGREE 
DISAGREE 


Students 
DIS- 
AGREE TOTAL 
% 59 
al 19 
8 78 
ORS 
ML BS, 
Das 
87.5 
WAS 
S) 6) 
ives 


Chi Squared]. 152 with Brak. Po. 70 


Table III-8 
(continued) 


Non-User Group 


Students 

DIS- 
Parents AGREE AGREE TOTAL % 
AGREE Coy i, 314 Slee 
DISAGREE 66 6 Te lps iewE 
TOTAL S63 Zo 386 LOO.0 
TOTAL % 9220 bR.O) 
Percentage by Rows 
AGREE S456 4 
DISAGREE oe Sad. 
Percentage by Columns 
AGREE Si.s ERAS, 
DISAGREE Lec Pha ae 
Percentage by Total 
AGREE Oso 4.4 
DISAGREE Ly oak aS 


Chi Squared=.445 with DF=1, P 7.50 


Synopsis of Parent Question: I like my child very much. 


Synopsis of Student Question: I like my parents very much. 
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Similar findings were revealed when information relating to how 
parents act towards their children is broken up into drug use cat-— 
egories (table III-9). Again, the results are not significant 
OR Oo. b> 0% 1 P> 40). 

This lack of significant findings casts some doubt on the 
affective structure ot the home as a factor in predicting drug use. 
However, some severe limitations must be attached to this statement, 
and the statement is thoroughly reviewed in the conclusions study 
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Table III-9 
Parents’ Acu as it They Like Child <by 


students’ Perception of Parents’ Acting 
Subdivided by Drug User Category 


User Group 


Students 

DIS- 
Parents AGREE AGREE TOTAL % 
AGREE BS 6 21 56.8 
DISAGREE 7 2 16 eae 
TOTAL ae as) oT +0050 
TOTAL % 59.5 NOES 
Percentage by Rows 
AGREE ae oth 25.0 
DISAGREE 43.8 56.5 
Percentage by Columns 
AGREE Sar AGO 
DISAGREE 31.4 60.0 
Percentage by Total 
AGREE AGS Oise 
DISAGREE io. are 


Chaz Squared=2.09 with Dr=1, P>.0s 
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Table III-9 
(continued ) 


Potential User Group 


Parents AGREE 
AGREE 28 
DISAGREE 19 
AROMA AT 
TOTAL % 6257 


Percentage by Rows 


AGREE Die «eh 
DISAGREE TS ott 


Percentage by Columns 


AGREE BY 83 
DISAGREE Z2oeo 


Percentage by Total 


AGREE Saree) 
DISAGREE 2538 


Students 
DIS— 
AGREE TODAL 
Balt AQ 
H 26 
28 V5 
BWhs 
42.9 
XS) 
T3556 
EASY, 6) 
AS} 6G) 
Ons 


Chi Squared=1 545) waetheDrel . © P7510 


% 


ODs6 
34.7 
100.0 


Table JII-9 
(continued) 


Non-User Group 


Students 

DIS- 
Parents AGREE AGREE TOTAL % 
AGREE LY 65 242 65.2 
DISAGREE 90 39 129 S408 
TOTAL 267 104 37. LOD. O 
TOTAL % S260) 28.0 
Percentage by Rows 
AGREE toate 269 
DISAGREE ogec SO 
Percentage by Columns 
AGREE Gone 6245 
DISAGREE S3Gy7 3/295 
Percentage by Total 
AGREE 47.7 LS 
DISAGREE Eo ae Malet 


Chi Squared=.475,wichebrel ,vPs.40 
Synopsis of Parent Question: I always act as if I like 
in, (lavtakel 


Synopsis of Student Question: My parents always act as 
if they like me. 
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Decisional Framework of the Home 

In the last five decades, significant changes have occurred in 
the patterns of decision making in the Canadian home. A key area 
of investigation in the present study is the decisional pattern in 
the home. The fundamental question investigated was, "Who makes 
major decisions within the home context?" The tabulation of this 


information for the present study is given in III-10. 


Table III-10 
Description of How Important Family Decisions are Made 
N % Description of Process 


20 4.0 Usually, I make the decision without first dis- 
cussing the matter with my spouse. 


40 S\5 0, Usually, I discuss the matter with my spouse and 
then I make the decision more or less by myself. 


409 Syl oe: Usually, both my spouse and I talk over the matter 
with each other and then we both make the decision 
More Of LESS cwOsoulMee- 


Ze ZA\ Jah Usually, my spouse discusses the matter with me 
and then he makes the decision more or less by 
Ines oleae 

9 KS Usually, my spouse makes the decision without 


first: discussing the matter with me: 


500 100.0% 


The majority (81.8%) of respondents indicated that family 
decisions were made on a joint basis. However, 12.4% of the res— 
pondents indicated that decisions were made on an ‘advise and consent' 
basis, and 5.8% of the parents indicated that major decisions were 
made by one spouse, alone and without consultation with the other 
spouse. 


A strong suggestion of the Commission of Inquiry into the Non 
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Medical Use of Drugs was that high risk families were those in which 
the mother was dominant and the father lacking in leadership. 

In the present study, information on the number of mother 
dominant homes was gathered from a subdivision of the description 
of how decisions were made in the home by the sex of the parent. 


Thesresuly of this, subdivision, isi given:in table, 11t-11. 


Table III-il 
Dominant Parent in Family Decisions 
N % Male Parent Dominant 


vt aS) Usually, I make the decision without first dis- 
cussing the matter with my wife. 


ae ae al Usually, I discuss the matter with my wife and then 
I make the decision more or less by myself. 


Female Parent Dominant 


26 6.1 Usually, I make the decision without first dis— 
cussing the matter with my husband. 


ipa BAS Usually, I discuss the matter with my husband and 
then I make the decision more or less by myself. 


JOiMe. Decision Making 


349 82.4 Usually, both my spouse and 7 talk over the matter 
with each other and then we both make the decision 
more or less togather. 


425 100.0% 


Table III-1l1 indicates that 8.9% of the parents surveyed indicated 
that most decisions were made by the female parent either by herself 
(6.1% of the cases) or after consultation with her spouse (2.8%). 

This high percentage is understandable if one considers that the survey 


included twenty-eight single parent homes where the head of the house- 
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hold was the female parent. On this basis only enenonee or about 
2.3% of those homes surveyed contained a decisional situation which 
could be classified as 'mother dominated'. 

The students' perceptions of the home decisional process are 
also of interest and as reported in table TII-12, which indicates 
that students perceive far less joint decision making in the home 
than do parents. Further, mothers are seen as having considerably 
more influence on home decisions than in the ratings given by 
parents. The number of homes with traditional dominant father 
decisional systems was also perceived by students to be larger. 

A cross-tabulaticn of parent and student responses on this 
quéstion 1S given in table IIlI—13. the findings outlined in this 
tableware=statistically significant. There is a considerable difference 
between student perceptions of parent dominance and the descriptive 
statements made by the parents themselves. 

Drug Use and Parental Dominance 

When the findings of table III-13 are subdivided by using the 
three-way drug user categories as a controlling variable, the difference 
in parent student perceptions appear as statistically significant 
“within'' effects. However, there is no significant '‘between' user 
category eftects. Accordingly, on the basis of the present study, 
the hypothesis that the mother dominant home is a 'high risk' factor 
related to drug use advocated by the Commission of Inquiry into the 


Non Medical Use of Drugs can not be supported. 
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Tabke ITL—12 


Perception of Home Decision Framework 


Usually, my father makes the decision without 
first discussing the matter with my mother. 


Usually, my father discusses the matter with my 
mother and then he makes the decision more or 
less by himself. 


Usually, both of my parents talk over the matter 
with each other and then they both make the 
decision more or less together. 


Usually, my mother discusses the matter with my 
father and then she makes the decision more or 
less by herself. 


Usually, my mother makes the decision without 
firstediscussing the matterswith my Gather. 
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Parent Perceptions of Home Decision Structure by 


Student Perception of Home Decision Structure 


Parents 
N % 
73 @ Ihe) 
EL So Pip ll 
4 2 ZA ES 
9 26 Shaul 
7 349 Se 4 
- 0% 225 100.0% 


Usually, my father makes the deci- 
sion without first discussing the 
matter with my mother. 


Usually, my father discusses the 
matter with my mother and then he 
makes the decision more or less 
by himself. 


Usually, my mother makes the decision 
Without Tinst Cliscussinge ths macocer 
with my father. 


Usually, my mother discusses the 
matter with my father and then she 
makes the decision more or less 

by herself. 


Usually, both of my parents talk 
over the matter with each other and 
then they both make the decision 
mone or dess together. 
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When we shift our focus to student perception of parental dom- 
inance in decision making and examine those available cross-tabulations 
with drug user categories, we find that the results are not statis-— 
tically significant, that in fact the majority of all users, potential 
users, and non-users arise from homes where family decisions are 
made on a joint basis (table III-14). Further, when we group styles 
of parental decision making into three categories: autocractic, 
that is where a single parent makes the final decision; authorita- 
tive, situations where joint discussion are held but in which the 
final decision is made by one parent or the other; and participative, 
situations in which decision making is made on a fully equal and 
joint basis, we discover that there are Siloni icant ater eremcss between 
categories of drug users (table II1-15), An examination of this 
table reveals that fully 13% of drug users come from homes in’ which 
the decision making is largely autocratic. This is significantly 
different from the distribution of parental management styles observed 
in the homes of potential users and non-users. 

The summary statement to be arrived at from these tables based 
on the résponses gathered in the present study is that there is) no 
evidence supporting the Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medical 
Use of Drugs' suggestion that mother dominant homes offer a higher 
risk environment than traditional/father dominant homes or homes in 
which both parents participate in decisions. 

On the other hand there is some evidence to suggest that auto— 
cratic homes where a single parent makes decisions without consulta- 


tion do in fact constitute an increased risk environment for drug use. 
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Table IIT-14 


Perceived Parental Dominance in Decision Making By 


NON— 
USERS 
N % 
10 Bo th 
Cay 6.3 
2HE 83.4 
14 4.3 
3 58} 
326 100.0% 


TOTAL 


tS 


35 


L7, 


431 


Drug Use Categories 


DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENT 
a a 


Usually, my father makes the decision without 
first discussing the matter with my mother. 


Usually, my father discusses the matter with my 
mother and then he makes the decision more or 
less my himsel?t. 


Usually, both of my parents talk over the matter 
with each other and then they both make the deci- 
Sion more or less together. 


Usually, my mother discusses the matter with my 


father and then she makes the decision more or 
Less by herself. 


Usually, my mother makes the decision without gh ios 
discussing the matter with my father. 


Chi Squared=12.1 with DF=8, P>.10 
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Taber bili — 5 


Perceived Parental Decision Style and Drug Use Categories 


Drug Use Categories 


POTENTIAL 
USERS 


N % 

6 S52 
g Ee ae 
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74 100.0% 
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NON- 
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% 


Soe4 


100.0% 


TOTAL 


431 


PERCEIVED PARENTAL DECISION STYLE 
es 


Autocratic (Single Parent Decisions) 
Authoritative (Joint Discussions) 
Participative (Joint Decision Making) 


Chi Squared=48.85 with DF=4, P<.001 
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There is evidence in table III-15 to suggest that potential users 
also have a relatively high percentage of autocratic home background 
(8.2% for potential users vs. 4.0% for non-users). The direction 

of results suggests that the perception of the home as autocratic 
precedes the decision to use drugs and that the perception that one's 
home is autocratic probably does not stem from a reactionary process 
based on the individual's use of drugs. 

The Parent-Child Influence Structures 

The structure of parent-child influence and perceived parent- 
child influences can be studied through a number of items that 
probe perceived influence of the parent by the statement of the 
child regarding whose ideas he pays most attention to when making 
an important decision, who has the most influence over his behavior, 
and who has the most control over the student-respondent's behavior. 

Parents' perceptions of pattern of influence as compared with 
the actual rating of the attention allocated to significant others' 
ideas are given in table III-16 and are not statistically signifi- 
Cancer co). 

These findings are partitioned into the three drug use 
categories in table III-17 to review parent student perceptions 
for the individual drug user categories. 

The major finding of table III-17 was that parents surveyed 
felt they had more influence over children than friends: user —- 
80%; potential user - 91%; non-users - 97%. While these differences 
are not statistically significant, they are in the hypothesized 


direction. The percentage of respondents making use of the various 
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Table III-16 


Parents' Perceptions of Relative Weight of Their Influence vs 
Actual Source of Ideas About Major Decision 


PARENTS! 
FRIENDS! 


INFLUENCE vs 
INFLUENCE 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 
TOTAL 

TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Columns 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Total 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Chi souared=¢.198 with DF=6, P-.20 


Synopsis of Paren 


influence than friends; 


than do his friends. 


BEST 


FRIENDS 


40. 
Bale 


Question: 
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Synopsis of Students' Question: 
decision, whose ideas do you pay the most attention to? 


Student Response 
Pay Most Atventron, hor 


PARENTS 
BEST 
FRIENDS 
PARENTS EQUAL TOTAL 
84 141 252 
oye) 128 2a} 
2 14 ing 
2 iS) 7 
147 286 499 
AGE >) aS 
33.3 205.0 
205.2 ers. §) 
15.8 Woe th 
Core 42.9 
Dios 20.9 
See 44.8 
2.0 4.9 
1.4 1.0 
16.8 2beS 
A ) ead eA 
O26 20 
0.4 0.6 


When you are making an important 


I have considerably more/somewhat more 
I have somewhat less/considerably less influence 
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ineohed Tied 
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Parents! Perception of Relative Weight of Their Influence vs 
Actual Source of Ideas About Major Decisions 


Subdivided by Drug Use Category 


PARENTS' INFLUENCE vs 


FRIENDS' INFLUENCE 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 
TOTAL 

TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Columns 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Total 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Chi Squared=8.03 with 
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Pay Most Attention To: 


PARENTS 

BEST 

FRIENDS 

EQUAL TOTAL % 


14 40. 
14 40. 
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(continued) 


Potential User Group 


Student Response 
Pay Most Attention To: 


PARENTS 

BEST 
PARENTS' INFLUENCE vs BEST FRIENDS 
FRIENDS' INFLUENCE FRIENDS PARENTS EQUAL TOTAL 
CONSIDERABLY MORE 2 8 20 30 
SOMEWHAT MORE 5 i! ot 43 
SOMEWHAT LESS 2 O 4 6 
CONSIDERABLY LESS @) O af te 
TOTAL o 5 56 80 
TOTAL % aie 18.8 (LOA 
Perecenvacge by Rows 
CONSIDERABLY MORE On 7 226i. i 66)..7 
SOMEWHAT MORE 115.6 LenS ee os 
SOMEWHAT LESS Soe: 0.0 86.7 
CONSIDERABLY LESS Re O50 LOOKS 
Percentage by Columns 
CONSIDERABLY MORE Eye ae Bai. Bo. TF, 
SOMEWHAT MORE 5ot.6 46.7 55.4 
SOMEWHAT LESS 22s Gr ©: Teak 
CONSIDERABLY LESS O20: O20 1.8 
Percentage by Total 
CONSIDERABLY MORE COPS LG. Eee) 
SOMEWHAT MORE Ore 8.8 Sono 
SOMEWHAT LESS Fae O09 5.0 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.0 0.0 rae 


Cha Squared=5.947 with DF=6, P>.40 
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Table III-17 
(continued) 


Non-—User Group 


Student Response 
Pays Mosign Ateiventaon she! 


PARENTS 

BEST 
PARENTS' INFLUENCE vs BEST FRIENDS 
FRIENDS' INFLUENCE FRIENDS PARENTS EQUAL TOTAL 
CONSIDERABLY MORE aie Fee si bah 206 
SOMEWHAT MORE ce 48 90 160 
SOMEWHAT LESS O 1 5 6 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 2 ik 2 ) 
TOTAL 46 123 268 CHA, 
TOTAL % ee S226 Bose 
Percentage by Rows 
CONSIDERABLY MORE WOR. 35.4 sews) 
SOMEWHAT MORE NSS) 30.0 50.3 
SOMEWHAT LESS On Greif BS .a 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 40.0 20.0 40.0 
Percentage by Columns 
CONSIDERABLY MORE Ae SS S2.4 
SOMEWHAT MORE 4729 So 0 Asse 
SOMEWHAT LESS O20 Ore ena 
CONSIDERABLY LESS A338 One HAG) 
Percentage by Total 
CONSIDERABLY MORE Sine) ee 29.4 
SOMEWHAT MORE Sc ere PASS) 
SOMEWHAT LESS 0.0 OS ple! 
CONSIDERABLY LESS OS OES: 0.5 


Cha Squared=7.321 with Dr=6; P>.25 


/ 


Meveylie) ITI 
(Summary ) 


Student Response 
Pay Most Attention To: 


Best Friends Parents Both 
User 20 BES) Sy. 


Potential User el pe LS £8} 70 


Non-User ieee S2E6 Sa02 


sources: of influential ideas! are ‘shown in table DLI-17 (Summary). 

While none of the 'within data' of these three tables is 
Sstatieuvically significant, “there as: an interesting directionality 
to the results. Eight-tenths of the user group parents felt that 
their influence over their children was greater than that of their 
children's friends. This value increases steadily as one moves 
from the user group to the potential user group ‘and finally to the 
non-user group. 

On the other hand, more than half of the user group indicated 
that they valued both parents' and best friends! ideas. The remainder 
of the user group were nearly equally divided between parents and 
best firrends as’.to the major source of influence. 

The potential user group was even more 'democratic' in terms 
of “source ‘of influence. ) Seventy percent of the group valued adéas 
of both parents and friends, and of those who choose one source 
or the other, the number of respondents electing their parents as 
aumaior tsource of inftivence didvso! inva nearly 2:4 Watic. 

The proportion of non-user respondents that used both best 
friends and parents as a source of influential ideas was nearly 
identical to the user group. However; the ratio of parents as a 
major source of influence to best friends was nearly 3:1. 
Influence on Behavior 

Data relating “to parents" perceived pint luencesovencthei mchildren 


cross-tabulated with the student respondent statements is given in 
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table III-18, and is higly significant. There is a considerable 
difference between the perceptions of the parents and those of their 
children regarding the major source of influence. Parents perceive 
themselves as being far more influential than they really are. 

The percentage of parents who felt they had more influence over 
their children than their children's friends were: user group - 
82.9%; potential user group —- 91.2%; non-user group — 97.1%. 

Mhesenrmesults are partitioned into the three user categories 
in table IITI-19. The percentage of students who felt their parents 
had more influence over their behavior than their best friends 
did was: user group - 45.7%; potential user group — 46.3%; non- 
user groupr— 69.1%. 

Only one of the three sub—-tables of table III-19 reached 
statistical significance; nor is the direction of results remark-— 
able. Rather, it shows a decline of parental influence as a 
student entered the drug scene. While the shift in the perception 
of the respondent-parents followed the decline in actual influence; 
parents tended to be too optimistic at evaluating just how much 
influence they actually did have over their children. 

Behavioral Control 

Influence and sources of decisional ideas do not tap that 
component of behavioral modification which relates to behavioral 
control. This aspect of the decisional process was studied and 


the responses relating parents' perceived weight of influence over 
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Table III-18 


Parents' Perception of Relative Weight of Their Influence vs 
Students' Perception of Most Influential Agency’ 


Student Perception 
OMEMOSine nis lMlemigata ln 


PARENTS" PERCEPTION BEST 

OF INFLUENCE: PARENTS FRIEND TOTAL % 
CONSIDERABLY MORE 183 69 202 50.7 
SOMEWHAT MORE 124 96 220 44.3 
SOMEWHAT LESS 8 i0 tS 3.6 
CONSIDERABLY LESS ) 4 ef 1.4 
TOTAL 313 L779 497 100.0 
TOTAL % 64.0 Sion”) 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE TEMAS) 27.4 
SOMEWHAT MORE 56.4 43.6 
SOMEWHAT LESS 44.4 55.6 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 42.9 Baits) 


Percentage by Columns 


CONSIDERABLY MORE Sas Siete) 
SOMEWHAT MORE 39.0 53.6 
SOMEWHAT LESS RSS: Sle 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.9 Bee 
Percentage by Total 

CONSIDERABLY MORE clens 1339 
SOMEWHAT MORE 24.9 Hele) 
SOMEWHAT LESS LG 20 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.6 One 


Ghissoquared=16.04 with DF=3, P<.001 


Synopsis of Parents’ Question: I have considerably more/somewhat 
more influence than friends; I have somewhat less/considerably 
lesse ant luence than do his friends. 


Synopsis of Students' Question: Who has the most influence over 
Vou sbarents or best friends, 


he ie - 7 . 
eee} > o>. 
Jl © 
- ine oo 
i ot - 
ato ner — es rer 
ou epthul al Aine?) Re aiglaw erereteW Be gkinennee SOTA . 
ee ee ttt Ww nekeqerney qaeings pe 
aiigeoes= saetoiee 7 ‘ive 
Tee vole gee STWEIAT © 
x rus. ep «6S eAat tas kis hes 
ea 7 $1 THOM ¥IGARTSTEROD 
cab a yt a4 anOw TAHWEMDE: 
y a 241 TAMWOMOD + 
¢ Foad viSAAsaNOD 
roe iF IATOT 
| »ieme Ve 4 dat Gt . 
esc? <d ugatree? © 
i h mop VY 1SANSEMD 
yi b.#e ancm TANWaMOg 
ha #3 Be ents TaRwaMoe © 
; &. 5h esd YASARICESNOD 
arvtos to yt take 
; RS 1M 1auaamttenad, 
i Oo. We wacm TAMAS © 
Ya. 2.5 uzei F 
02 2844 ¥ISARSTISAOO-<= 
tafoT yd egaineotet | ¢ 
nS SaoM YIGARIAT SMO) 
‘ oe aroM TAMWEMO? 
: aaa TAMWwHMOg ~ 
ait , Aag!l YI@ARAOLAROD 
es < 


ii-j.¢% fal cttw 0, 8lebedsupe ae 
eivemevatec vllenahierme Se 0 setitneul ‘eteeget Vo 9 baquenye 
jem lb) eS) veel) fee OV! 4 gobo? inant ‘eaeteu btn on 
feel.) @)e we itil eotealtnt 


Save a teelhtAS “bev? att are, ‘etnetaty to elananye 
feo ten ae 


10 


Table IITI-19 
Parents' Perception of Relative Weight of Their Influence vs 


Students' Perceptions of Most Influential Agency 
Subdivided by Drug Use Category 


User Group 


Student Perception 
of Most Influential: 


PARENTS! PERCEPTION BEST 

OF INFLUENCE: PARENTS FRIENDS TOTAL % 
CONSIDERABLY MORE 9 6 ALS; 42.9 
SOMEWHAT MORE > 9 14 40.0 
SOMEWHAT LESS 2 S) iS 14-3 
CONSIDERABLY LESS O i a oa 
TOTAL 16 19 35 100.0 
TOTAL % MS 5455 

Percentage by Rows 

CONSIDERABLY MORE 60.0 AO.0 

SOMEWHAT MORE eGvA A OA es 

SOMEWHAT LESS 40.0 60.0 

CONSIDERABLY LESS 0.0 TOOn. 

Percentage by Columns 

CONSIDERABLY MORE Soke 6) Shel) 

SOMEWHAT MORE See ay fw 

SOMEWHAT LESS Vas) Lac 

CONSIDERABLY LESS O20 eect) 

Percentage by Total 

CONSIDERABLY MORE eon sli Ree | 

SOMEWHAT MORE 14.3 aati h 

SOMEWHAT LESS crws ei.0 

CONSIDERABLY LESS OO CaaS 


Chi Squared=2.706 with DF=3,; P=.40 
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(continued) 


Poventilaw User Group 


PARENTS’ PERCEPTION 
OF INFLUENCE: 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 
TOTAL 

TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Columns 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Total 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Chi Squared=6.336 with 


Student Perception 


of Most Influential: 


BRO? 
PARENTS FRIEND TOTAL 


18 ie 30 

17 26 43 

1 5 6 

il O 1 

Sh 43 80 
46.3 43.8 
607.0 40.0 
Soo 60.5 
ore. Bee 
LOORG 0.0 
A8.6 eas 
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Table III-19 


(continued) 


Non-User Group 


PARENTS" PERCEPTION 
OF INFLUENCE: 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 
TOTAL 

TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Columns 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Total 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


PARENTS 


154 
98 


So. 
Wa 


(Sy (C8) Op) 


noon 


Student Perception 
of Most Influential: 


BEST 


FRIEND 


ay 
61 


44. 
Bian 


Chi Squared=16.177, with DF=3, P<.02 
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their children and the child's perception as to whom exerted the 
greatest behavioral control are given in table III-20. This 
relationship is highly statistically significant and suggests 
that for the most part students do not regard their relationship 
with best friends to be of a controlling nature. Our previous 
discussion of sources of influence suggests that the student—best 
friend relationship is directive as opposed to imperative. 

A somewhat troublesome finding from this table is that parents 
clearly recognize that they have behavioral controls over their 
Cistdrenmrurcher, thein ichildren recognize this fact. 8While, 
for the present study group, the parent-child affective bonds 
were quite strong, it must be recognized that the investment of 
this amount of behavioral control in parents and its tacit recogni- 
Liongoyetneirachildrensprovides an excellent starting point for 
the development of well documented social paradigm of "felt 
powerlessness". 

When this data is split on the basis of drug use (table III- 
21) the percentage of students who felt that their parents had 
more influence over their behavior than their best friends was: 
user group — 77.1%; potential user group - 95%; non-user group - 

LS BN 7/- 

The percentage of parents who felt they exercised more control 

over their children's behavior than did their children's friends 


was) user group — 82.9%; potential user group — 91.3%; non-user 


eecup — 97.17%. 
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Table III-20 


Parents' Perception of Relative Weight of Influence Over Students vs 
student Perception of Most Controlling 


Student Perception 
of Most Controlling: 


PARENTS' PERCEPTION BEST 

OF INFLUENCE: PARENTS FRIEND TOTAL % 
CONSIDERABLY MORE 242 a 253 50.7 
SOMEWHAT MORE 208 is) ood “lal. 3) 
SOMEWHAT LESS eS S 18 Cs 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 6 1 oA ye 
TOTAL 469 30 A99 100.0 
TOTAL % 94.0 O60 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE lec 453 
SOMEWHAT MORE 94.1 Bee) 
SOMEWHAT LESS Gee 2 eh at 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 85.07 kas 
Percentage by Columns 

CONSIDERABLY MORE onints) Sistine 
SOMEWHAT MORE AAS 43.3 
SOMEWHAT LESS eke: LO. 7 
CONSIDERABLY LESS ere) 3.3 
Percentage by Total 

CONSIDERABLY MORE 4805 ee 
SOMEWHAT MORE 41.7 2.0 
SOMEWHAT LESS 2.8 Ls 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 1.2 Og 


Chie sauared=17.19 with DF=3,.P<.001 


Synopsis of Parent Question: I have considerably more/somewhat 
more influence than friends; I have somewhat less/considerably 
less influence than do his friends. 


Synopsis of Student Question: Who has the most control over you? 
Parents or best friends? 
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Parents' Perception of Relative Weight of Influence Over Student 
vs 
Stucent Perception of Most) Controlling 

Subdivided by Drug Use Category 


PARENTS' PERCEPTION 
OF INFLUENCE: 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 
TOTAL 

TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Columns 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Total 
CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Chi Squared=2.06 with 


Table III-21 


User Group 


puudent, Perception 


of Most. Controlling: 


PARENTS 


PRES, P>.30 


BEST 
FRIEND 


(Goya (CS) (ee) 
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SS) (Sy 1s 
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Weoley IIS 2h 
(continued) 


Potential User Group 


Student Perception 
of Most Controlling: 


ee 
“ 


PARENTS' PERCEPTION BEST 

OF INFLUENCE: PARENTS FRIEND TOTAL 
CONSIDERABLY MORE 30 O 30 
SOMEWHAT MORE Al 2s 43 
SOMEWHAT LESS 4 a 6 
CONSIDERABLY LESS Hn O 1 
TOTAL 7 4 80 
TOTAL % eee 5.0 
Percentage by Rows 

CONSIDERABLY MORE 100.0 On 
SOMEWHAT MORE SIs) ew) 
SOMEWHAT LESS 66.7 Sie lite! 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 100.0 0.0 
Percentage by Columns 

CONSIDERABLY MORE SIS) OO 
SOMEWHAT MORE Sem) 507.0 
SOMEWHAT LESS Sinko) ay Os, ©, 
CONSIDERABLY LESS tla} 0.0 
Percentage by Total 

CONSIDERABLY MORE SHAS Ono 
SOMEWHAT MORE a lel eae 
SOMEWHAT LESS 58) Zao 
CONSIDERABLY LESS laa Orit) 

On soquserecd=11,76 wick Dr=3> P=.01 
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PARENTS' PERCEPTION 
OF INFLUENCE: 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 
TOTAL 

TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Table III-21 
(continued) 


Non—User Group 


Student Perception 
or Most Controlling: 


Percentage by Columns 


CONSIERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


Percentage by Total 


CONSIDERABLY MORE 
SOMEWHAT MORE 
SOMEWHAT LESS 
CONSIDERABLY LESS 


BEST 
PARENTS FRIEND TOTAL % 
i929 8 ae. 54 
ney 8 159 42 
2 i 6 
5 6 2) 
360 17 Ce! 100 
SSS 4.5 
chore | ee) 
S520 5.0 
8323 WS g Wf 
100.0 ORO 
555.3 AF el 
41.9 ANT Mk 
1.4 Sos) 
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02.0 ea 
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Chi Squared=2.60 with DF=3,P > .40 
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While these results can not be evaluated statistically (the 
one significant table in this series has very low cell frequencies), 
they indicate that parents held uniformly high perceptions of the 
control they exerted over their children. Although the user group 
showed that the actual amount of parental control was less than 
for other groups, the parents of drug users also held somewhat 
lesser expectancies as to their actual control. The perceptions 
of the potential user group parents and the non-user group parents 
reasonably reflected the actual amount of control accorded to 
parents by their children. 

Opporuinity For Input to Decisional Process 

A measure of the opportunity for a child to make input to 
the family decision process can be gained from the information 
outlined in table IIiI-22. This data indicates that there are 
significant differences (P<.001) between the parent-respondents' 
views of how often their children have an opportunity to make 
input on family decisions and the students' perceptions of this 
opportunity. 

The table (III-23) produced by the three-way subdivision into 
drug use sub-groups all contain significant findings (P<.016), with- 
in the individual table. There are some notable differences among 
the three groups. 

Concordance — The concordance of parent-stucent opinions 


was: user group - 50.1%; potential user group — 43.2%; non-user 


eroup — 62.8%. 
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Table III-22 
Frequency of Input to the Decisional Process: 
Parental Solicitation of Student's Opinion vs 


student Perception om much Solicitation 


pcudens Opinion Solacited 


PARENT SOLICITS SOME- 
STUDENT OPINION: NEVER TIMES OFTEN ALWAYS TOTAL % 


NEVER 2 4 iS) O a Ceo 
SOMETIMES a3 ni 52 is 194 41.8 
OF TEN i 73 62 etl 183 39.4 
ALWAYS 5 co 23 23 76 lier 
TOTAL 37 216 142 69° 464° *100.0 
TOTAL % sie) 46.6 SOs alee) 

Percentage by Rows 

NEVER LSe2 36.4 45.5 0.0 

SOMETIMES oa7 5o.G 26.00 eo 

OFTEN oS, eS) as) Some iPS) 

ALWAYS Ono S20 SLO: S0Rs 

Percentage by Columns 

NEVER D4 seas) Sigs 0.0 

SOMETIMES Sioynne Sy 20S) s6..6 Care 

OFTEN 4559 ele oie) AS d 44.9 

ALWAYS 13,5 ug Grae CLC S) 

Percentage by Total 

NEVER 0.4 O29 seg 0.0 

SOMETIMES arte 24.6 Te es B.2 

OFTEN Oot bie auae! iar! One 

ALWAYS inagel 5.4 oi 6] 5.0 


Chi’ Squared=36.94 with DF=9, P< .001 


Synopsis of Parent Question: How often do you solicit the opinion 
of your child in making important family decisions? 


Synopsis of Student Question: Which of the following best describes 
your part in family decisions? My parents never (sometimes, often, 
étce.) ask for my opinion. 
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Table I[II-23 


Frequency of Input to the Decisional Process: 
Parental Solicitation of Student's Opinion 
vs 
Student Perception of Such Solicitation 
Subdivided by Drug Use Category 


User Group 


SuUdenL Opinuon solicited 


PARENT SOLICITS SOME- 
STUDENT OPINION: NEVER TIMES OFTEN ALWAYS TOTAL %o 


NEVER e) O O O 6) 0.0 
SOMETIMES 4 i Nh O u2 Sya5 
OFTEN 4 3 ti il BS) 46.9 
ALWAYS O O 3 2 5 L526 
TOTAL 8 10 that S 32 100.0 
TOTAL % ea) Barns 34.4 9.4 

Percentage by Rows 

NEVER ore, Oe) 0.0 OO 

SOMETIMES Series! sisiEys: Sao 0.0 

OFTEN 2607 2050 AG. 7 Cay. 

ALWAYS 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0 

Percentage by Columns 

NEVER 0.0 On0 0.0 let) 

SOMETIMES BG:0 TO. Sit Oe 

OFTEN 50.0 3050 B3.0 Cletus! 

ALWAYS OO 0.0 Zhas 66.7 

Percentage by Total 

NEVER CRG, 0.0 Oe On 

SOMETIMES Te .5 NSS) Sak Ong 
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ALWAYS 0.0 O20 ie) eel 6.3 
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Table III-23 


(continued) 


Potential User Group 


Student Opinion Solicited 


PARENT SOLICITS SOME— 

STUDENT OPINION: NEVER TIMES OFTEN ALWAYS TOTAL % 
NEVER sh 1 O O 2 PAS, 
SOMETIMES 1 1g 10 O 30 37.0 
OFTEN 2 18 7 5) Be Che Phe) 
ALWAYS ig 5 3 8 hed fabh tee) 
TOTAL 5 43 20 es) el 100.0 
TOTAL % Oe 28} oil NT 16.0 


Percentage by Rows 


NEVER 50.0 S16) DAG: G.0 
SOMETIMES aas Gon Che Pye! Q.0 
OF TEN eee: 56.3 Lg kop S| 
ALWAYS SiGe) 29.4 17.6 Aes 
Percentage by Columns 

NEVER 2060 Pes 0.0 CG 
SOMETIMES 20.0 44.2 (Ore) 0.0 
OFTEN A407. '0 41.9 35.0 3630 
ALWAYS 20.0 Li6 15.0 61.5 
Percentage by Total 

NEVER ee bees ORAS, 0.0 
SOMETIMES ee PGES Tyas) Cw 
OFTEN aS) Cea 8.8 oer 
ALWAYS Poe One Sy STE, 


Ciimadiared=co.25 with DF=9, P=.01 
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Non—-User Group 


PARENT SOLICITS 


etudent Opinion Selicited 


SOME— 


STUDENT OPINION: NEVER TIMES OFTEN 


NEVER 

SOMETIMES 

OFTEN Li 
ALWAYS 

TOTAL 24 
TOTAL % Or 


Percentage by Rows 


NEVER ils 
SOMETIMES De 
OFTEN GO. 
ALWAYS dh 


Percentage by Columns 


NEVER 4. 
SOMETIMES BSc 
OFTEN AB i. 
ALWAYS 16. 


Percentage by Total 


NEVER 
SOMETIMES 
OFTEN 
ALWAYS 


Chi Squared=20.18 with 
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Percentage of Parent. Soliciting of Students’ Opinion: 


Never 
Sometimes 


Often 
Always 


Table III-23 


(Summary ) 


User % Potentaal User % 
One ZS 
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46.9) 39.5) 
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DLudent Perception of Frequency of Opinion Solicitation, on Major 
Family Decisions: 


Never 
Sometimes 


Often 
Always 


User % Potential 
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These tables may be summarized by examining the percentage 
of parents that solicit input from their children, and the students' 
perception of such solicitation. (table III-23 (summary) 

This summary presents some interesting insights as to the 
relative input each of the three sub-groups contributes to major 
family decisions. On this question, student perceptions do not 
acequately reflect the actual home situation... Parents of the 
user group more frequently solicit information from their children 
than any other group. However, the user student perceives just 
the opposite situation -— the expressed view of the survey user 
group on the question of their opportunity to make input is that 
while they are often consulted, a full one-quarter of the group 
feels that they are never consulted as compared with <the .6,..2% 
and 2.6% 'never' category of the potential users and the non-users. 
As might be expected parent-student viewpoint concordance was 
lower (concordance=50.1%) in the user group than in the non-user 
group (concordance=62.8%). 

The non-user group perceived that on average they were 
consulted less than the user group... However,. the ‘perceived 
as never consulted! group was far smaller (user=25%; non-user= 
2.6%). In actual fact the non-user group was consulted slightly 
more often than not on major family decisions. Opinion con- 
cordance (concordance=62.8%) was highest in the non-user group. 

The potential user group is in a most interesting situation. 
Its members are frequently consulted by their parents on major 


decisions; yet their perceived level of consultation is lower 
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than the members of any other group. The concordance of parent- 
student opinions in this group had the lowest value (43.2%) of ail 
groups. 

The expectations as to the weight that the student's opinion 
would have on the home decision process are outlined in table 
fit—2o., From this tablewiteis evident that there wasva sienig: cant 
difference between the perceptions of students and their parents, 
although the overall concordance for parent-student perceptions 
was 63.5%. The largest discrepant group was made up of students 
who felt that their opinion did not matter, but whose parents 
indicated that their child's opinion did make a difference in 
family decisions. 

When the information from this table is split into the three- 
way sub-tabulation (table III-25) as users, potential users, 
and non-users, all three tables reflect significant "within" 
findings (P<.02). While there are some quite startling differences 
between these sub-tables, there was no significant difference 
(P>.30) between potential users and non-users; however, there was 
a significant difference between the non-user categories grouped 
together and the user category (P<.04). 

Concordance: The concordance of parent-student opinions 
was: user group — 81.5%; potential user group — 65.8%; non-user 
group —- 61.5%. 


Parent acceptance of student's Opinion: User group = 29.67; 


potential user group - 21.5%; non-user group — 38.2%. 
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Table III-24 


Importance of the Child's Opinion in Major Family Decisions: 
Child's Perception of Decision Weight vs 
Parents' Actual Assessment of Weight of Opinion 


Student Responses: 


OPINION DOES OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE A MAKE 
PARENTS' RESPONSES DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE TOTAL % 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE Si 45 102 oot 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 


MAKE DIFFERENCE 17s Zen 336 10th 
TOTAL vie 266 438 100.0 
TOTAL % S63 6047 


Percentage by Rows 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 55.9 44,1 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE aya > 65.8 


Percentage by Columns 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 33.1 16.9 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 66.9 SSrak 


Percentage by Total 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 1LA.6 10-2 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 26.3 50.5 


Chi Squared=15.34 with DF=1, P<.001 


Synopsis of Parent Question: What he/she says usually does not/ 


does make a difference in the decision. 


Synopsis of Student Question: What I say usually does not/does 
make a difference in the decision. 
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Table III-25 


Importance of the Child's Opinion in Major Family Decisions: 
Child's Perception of Decision Weight vs 
Parents' Actual Assessment of Weight of Opinion 
Subdivided by Drug Use Category 


USiae (Exeroiute 


Student Responses: 


OPINION DOES OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE A MAKE 
PARENTS' RESPONSES DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE TOTAL % 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 8 O 8 20.0 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 


MAKE DIFFERENCE 5 14 19 70.4 
TOTAL 13 14 27 (AQOSG 
TOTAL % 48.1 aie 


Percentage by Rows 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 100.0 0...0 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE Zone Wout 


Percentage by Columns 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE Gi 0.0 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 35.0 100.0 


Percentage by Total 


CHlED Ss OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 22-0 O.0 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE U5 DL. 9 


Chi Squared=9.47 with DF=1, P<.002 
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Table III-25 


(continued) 


Potential User Group 


PARENTS’ RESPONSES: 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 


TOTAL 
TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 


CHILD'S OPINION) DOES - 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 


Percentage by Columns 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 


Percentage by Total 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 


Chi Squared=5.26 with 


OPINION DOES OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE A 


DIFFERENCE 
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Student Responses: 


TOTAL 
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Table III-25 
(continued) 


Non-User Group 


tudent Responses: 


OPINION DOES OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE A MAKE 
PARENTS' RESPONSES: DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE TOTAL % 


CEILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE oe 38 cS las 


© 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 


MAKE DIFFERENCE 88 164 252 eR. 
TOTAL TZ 202 S2% 100.0 
TOTAL % Stohr en As) 


Percentage by Rows 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 49.3 SO aH 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 34.9 OSL 


Percentage by Columns 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE 2g 10: 18.8 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE 70.4 liens 


Percentage by Total 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
NOT MAKE DIFFERENCE Lived 11, 6 


CHILD'S OPINION DOES 
MAKE DIFFERENCE Leo SOc 


Chi Squared=5.084 with DF=1, P<0.03 
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Students' perception that parents accepL tier OpimDon. 

User group — 48.1%; potential user group - 40.5%; non-user group —- 
ECA Ye 

Translating these tables into expectancies, there is evidence 
to suggest that the user group could expect that their opinion 
did make a difference in major home decisions. The high concordance 
(81.5%) with their parents' stated views supports this. The typical 
non-user has less influence on major family decisions than the 
user and in reality his expectations are somewhat lower than his 
actual influence (concordance=61.5%). 

The potential user surveyed in this study is in a very tenuous 
position. While parents of potential users attach the most weight 
to their childs opinion of any drug use sub-group, the potential 
user group's perceptions were lower in concordance than the drug 
use group (55.8%). Even though this group's opinions actually 
carried considerable weight in the home decision process, their 
expectations as to the influence of their opinions was the lowest 
ana Only co.0% felt that their opinion had iniluence on major 
family decisions. 

Communication in the Home 

Of central importance to any scheme of formal decision making 
is the ability of group members to communicate with each other, 
especially about topics that require joint problem solving. 
Communication difficulties in the home were recognized by the 


Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of Drugs as being 
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a key element in the high risk family setting relative to the 
non medical use of drugs. Communications are also a key character- 
istic of Cleland's (1974) description of formal planning structures. 
In the present study, most parents (N=443, 83.4%) felt that 
they were willing tc communicate with their children about problems 
(table IITI-26); yet, a substantial number of parents (N=168, 
36.8%) indicated that they found it difficult to communicate with 
their children about their children's problems (table III-27). 
The parents were not alone in the 'communications gap' as about 
the same percentage (N=191, 38.1%) of their children felt that 
they found it difficult to communicate with their parents about 
their problems (table III-28). However, the home situation possesses 
considerably less communication difficulties than the school - 
63.2% (N=332) of those students surveyed indicated that they 
HOUMC mud th LCUdig COmua Lic eae their teachers about their problems 
(table III-29). 
When the parents' perception of their willingness to talk 
with their children about problems is compared with the perception 
of their children as to the parents’ willingness to talk about 
problems (table III-30), no significant differences are to be 
found. <A willingness to communicate with each other is found in 
86.9% of the students surveyed and 83.5% of the parents surveyed. 
Students tended to over estimate parents! willingness to communicate 
in 13.7% of the cases; similarily parents over estimated students' 
willingness to communicate in 10.7% of the cases surveyed. Sub- 


division of the data of table III-30 by drug use categories failed 
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Table III-26 


Parents: Communication With Child 


% 


Parents: 


% 


Students' 


% 


Dist peut t 


About Problems 


Talk With Child When 
He/She Has Problems 


AGREE DISAGREE TOTAL 
443 88 stow 
83.4 16.6 100.0% 
Table III-27 
Communication Difficulty With Child 


Walser epulic, Geiey Ameliuke WW attelal 
Child About Problems 


AGREE DISAGREE TOTAL 
168 360 526 


36:8 68.2 100.0% 


Table II1I-28 


Communication Difficulty With Parents 


Dakieiraleniiig see) Wellic Wabiea 
Parents About Problems 


AGREE DISAGREE TOTAL 
ESE 310 501 


38.1 61.9 100.0% 


Table II1I-29 


to Talk With Teachers About Problems 


AGREE DISAGREE TOTAL 


Soe ESS 525 
O3s2 36.8 100.0% 
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Table III-30 


Parents' Perception of Willingness to Talk About Child's Problems 
vs Child's Perception of Parents’ Willingness to Talk 


Parents Willing to Talk With Child 


PARENTS TALK 


WITH CHILD STRONGLY DIS- STRONGLY 

ABOUT PROBLEMS AGREE AGREE AGREE DISAGREE TOTAL % 
STRONGLY AGREE 118 ro 16 P2 275 Sone 
AGREE 56 ps) ie 4 wh s) 4 30.4 
DISAGREE i 3 iL 1 6 ene 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 28 oie 9 2 2) ABS 5) 
TOTAL 204 245 48 20 a7, 160.6 
TOTAL % 2S 47.6 Dee oS) 


Percentage by Rows 


STRONGLY AGREE A219 46.5 5.8 a 
AGREE Sow 47.8 14.0 ees 
DISAGREE Len: LOR HS 
STRONGLY DISAGREE Sleigy: 49.4 11.4 Zine 
Percentage by Columns 

STRONGLY AGREE 56.2 Spear oe | 5585) 65.0 
AGREE 27).6 S0.1, 4525 20a 
DISAGREE 1.60 10 ell 510 
STRONGLY DISAGREE Se 3 a / BIS aC 10.0 
Percentage by Total 

STRONGLY AGREE ZAP | 24.8 Spe al 2S 
AGREE 16.38 14.5 Lee 0.8 
DISAGREE Cee 0.6 Oe es Oi 
STRONGLY DISAGREE Sa URS ey 0.4 


Chi, Squared=16.71, with DF=9, P>.05 


Synopsis of Parent Question: I talk with my child when he/she 
has a problem. 


Synopsis of Student Question: My parents are willing to talk with 
me when I have a prcblem (strongly agree-strongly disagree). 
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to alter these results, nor was there a discernable relationship 
between either of the over-estimation groups (parents—children) 
and drug use. 

When we examine perceived communication difficulties (table 
ITI-31) we discover that 31.5% of the parents and 30% of the students 
surveyed indicated that they found it difficult to communicate 
with each other. There were no significant differences between 
communications difficulties as perceived by the students and as 
perceived by the parents. However, 18.7% of the students under 
estimated their parents' perceived communication difficulties; 
whereas, 25.2% of the parents under estimated the difficulties 
tiavethrerr children experienced in discussing their troubles 
wie them. NO Significant, or even directional relationships 
could be established between drug use and perceived communications 
Ceiba Cust ys 

However, when the question, "Who do you find most difficult 
bOetalkewith —"“parents or best Iriends?’" posed to the students, 
is cross-tabulated with drug use, a strong relationship is found 
(table III-32). The drug user categories all found their parents 
to pe more Citiicukt to talk to than their bést friends= ~The 
potential user category, those students who have not used drugs 
but who indicated that they might try them also indicated that they 
found their parents more difficult to communicate with than their 
best friends. The non-users who indicated that they would not try 
drugs provided results in the opposite direction. Fifty-one and 


six-tenths per cent of this grcup indicated that they found their 
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Table III-31 


Parents' Perception of Communication Difficulties vs 
students' Perception of Communication, Difficulties 


Students: 
PARENTS : 
COMMUNICATION STRONGLY 
DIFFICULTIES? AGREE AGREE 
STRONGLY AGREE 5 fe) 
AGREE 18 cel 
DISAGREE i4 47 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 24 39 
TOTAL 61 hg? 
TOTAL % 12.4 35.6 
Percentage by Rows 
STRONGLY AGREE HOES) 19.6 
AGREE 1635 28.4 
DISAGREE 8.4 20.0 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 14 .@ 22.8 
Percentage by Columns 
STRONGLY AGREE B22 yagi 
AGREE Zo) .5 24.6 
DISAGREE 2360 eee: 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 39.3 SHG) 
Percentage by Total 
STRONGLY AGREE ie ee 
AGREE Sad Gas 
DISAGREE es8 9.6 
STRONGLY DISAGREE 4.9 WEES, 


Chisq@ared=9.208 "wi the DF=9,"P>.40 


Synopsisiof Parent Question: I find itydifficult to talk with my 
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child about things that trouble him/her. 
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DISAGREE 
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46 
109 
166 
7s 
A972 
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Synopsis of Student Question: I find it difficult to talk with 
my parents about things that Vie OUpwesme. 
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Communication Difficulties: 
by Drug Use Category 


STUDENT: 
DRUG USE CATEGORY 


DRUG USER -— CONTINUING 

DRUG USER — MIGHT USE AGAIN 
DRUG USER -— WON'T USE AGAIN 
NON-USER — MIGHT TRY 
NON-USER -— WILL NOT TRY 
TOTAL 

TOTAL % 


Percentage by Rows 


DRUG USER -— CONTINUING 

DRUG USER — MIGHT USE AGAIN 
DRUG USER -— WON'T USE AGAIN 
NON-USER — MIGHT TRY 
NON-USER -— WILL NOT TRY 


Percentage by Columns 


DRUG USER — CONTINUING 

DRUG USER -— MIGHT USE AGAIN 
DRUG USER - WON'T USE AGAIN 
NON-USER - MIGHT TRY 
NON-USER - WILL NOT TRY 


Percentage by Total 


DRUG USER - CONTINUING 

DRUG USER - MIGHT USE AGAIN 
DRUG USER - WON'T USE AGAIN 
NON-USER -— MIGHT TRY 
NON-USER — WILL NOT TRY 
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bese friends more difficultetomalk with than theirsrearents. 

While this finding should be interpreted with caution due to the 
samll number of drug users in the study, it does offer some support 
to the Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of 

Drugs' contention that communication difficulty in the home, 
especially where it is accompanied with a communications differ- 
ential between peer group and parents, is associated with the 


non medical use of drugs. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The Commission of Inquiry into the Non Medical Use of Drugs 
focused on two key areas of the individual's life -— the affective 
structure of the home and the decisional framework within which 
family decisions are made. 

Affective Structure — Conclusions 

In the present study examination of the affective structure of 
tae nome revealed little support for the contention that lack of 
perceived affection was a salient variable in determining high 
Pesk Home environments. The findings of this portion of the study 
that are of some interest to educators are: First, the large number 
of parents who indicated that they do not like their children. In 
the present study 19% of the parents indicated these sort of feelings. 
Fortunately, the affective bond within the home appears, for the 
11-14 year old age group surveyed, fairly resistive to negative 
effects arising from parental dislike. Only about 8% of the children 
surveyed held views contrary to the statement that they liked their 
parents very much. Nevertheless, the negative affective feelings 
present in many homes suggests that continued efforts must be made 
at all levels: home, school, and church; to foster the development 
of warm affective feelings within the family circle. Second, when 
the general liking of teachers by the students who participated 
in the study was examined, 52% of the students agreed that they 
liked their teachers very much. Thirty-eight percent held some 
negative feelings about their teachers and about 9% held strong 


negative feelings. However, the nature ef the question which 
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required students to choose a position in terms of whether or not 
they liked their teachers very much may have caused an appearance 
of a negative bias. Other adjectives perhaps more appropriate to 
the student-teacher relationship come to mind such as mes me Cini 
"enjoy the company of", "appreciate", etc. Use of such adjectives 
in future research might reduce the possibility of response bias. 

Third, about two-thirds of the parents stated that they always 
acted as if they liked their children, while the remaining one-third 
indicated substantially less agreement with the statement. A 
Slightly lower proprotion of students (30%) indicated that they 
perceived their parents as sometimes disliking them. Hence, it 
may be said that there is ee ee accord between parents' actions 
regarding displaying a liking of their children and the perception 
Cie iemcn license ciate MemOmEsShe eS, 1m fact, Wiiiced. 

The ramifications of the ability of students to accurately 
perceive parental affection ought not to be underestimated. The 
Dreikurs' technique obviously exploits this perceptive ability, 
and the basic proposition that, “Emotions follow intellect and 
behavior", results in desirable operational states that stress 
strategies relating feelings and actions and the value of positive 
experiences (see figure I-2). This emphasis on the use of the 
affective bond within the home as a stepping stone to the con- 
structive use of emotions encourages the development of mutual 
respect and liking. Dreikurs' technique in this area serves to 


modify behavior of family council members towards a mature outlook 
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on the affective structure of the home so that one member can 
express displeasure with another only from a position of under-— 
standing; never from a position that is based on withdrawal of 
LOWS Byalel Curse ie ahelal 

While limitations in the construction of the instrument, the 
abbreviated age-span of students who participated in the experiment 
and limited opportunity for probing the affective structure of the 
home all posed problems with the generality of the study results, 
a very conservative statement regarding the affective structure of 
the home and drug use would be that on the basis of the present 
study, there appears to be no evidence supporting the contention 
that pone aifective Structure Of the home is a, basis or.a predictor 
of future drug use. 

Decisional Processes = Conclusions 

In terms of the decisional framework of the home, the present 
Sscudy round sJitile support, tor the contention that: homes, in which 
the mother is dominant and the father lacking in leadership con- 
stitute a high-risk environment; instead, it was found that fully 
13% of the drug users came from homes in which traditional, male 
parent dominant, patterns of family decision making existed. 

The role of parent-child influence structures was studied and 
i¢ was found that no clear pattern of influence emerced regarding 
the relative roles of parents and best friends on the students' 
behavior. A finding of interest was that parents over estimated 
their influence, that is, they perceived themselves as being far more 


influential over their child's behavior than they really were. 
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There was evidence suggesting a shift in major sources of deci- 
Sional ideas from a position in which the parents are cast as the 
ultimate source of influence to a position in which both parents 
and best friends received equal weighting as sources of decisional 
information. In terms of actual behavior control, the experimental 
results indicate that parents held uniformly high perceptions of 
the control they exerted over their children and that while the 
findines were not statistically significant, the results for the 
BeSie” fureohe) Weeks) igh) Wee) (clineXeieloin ene el reeclouiediein aliel eleve) ElpeiaiT we 
perceived parental control by the student. Further, in the user 
groups the actual amount of parental control was judged by the 
parents, to be less than the amount for the.other groups. eThus, 
parents of drug users also held somewhat lower expectancies as 

Loni neeamountl OL sthelrcactual. control . 

While the greatly abbreviated age-span of the survey group 
prevented detailed examination of the role of the parents as major 
sources of influence compared with their role as controlling agents, 
iteis,interesting to note. that in the present,study;, parents were 
stall, largely seen as figures with far greater behavioral control 
than influence. In the majority of students in the survey, the basic 
social orientation was still the home, with the parents as controlling 
influences as opposed to being leaders in a consensus type situation. 

In the present study opportunity for input and participation 
in decision making was a variable of major significance. There 


were clear differences between categories of drug use. Parents 
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of the user group more frequently felt that they eae: Baler <Cjoalieuyeel 
of their children than any other group; however, a sizeable number 
of individuals in this group felt that they were never consulted 

on decisions. On the other hand parents of the potential user 
group indicated that this group was the most frequently consulted, 
but potential users held perceptions in the opposite direction. 

The potential user group felt that they were consulted far less 
often than any other group. 

the user group felt that their opinion did make an impace 
on home decisions, while the typical non-user had far less influence 
Om camily decisions. 

The general conclusions support the contentions of Cleland (1974) 
and other management science authors - if decisions in accord with 
organizational goals are to be made, then the persons affected by 
the decisions must be allowed to make timely input to the decisional 
process, and their input must carry weight. if these»sconditions 
can not be met then the goals of the organization will not be carried 
out, and personal goals (which may be counterproductive, or anti- 
organization, etc.) may be substituted. 

In the present study, the status of communications in the home 
was found to be extremely variable. Parents were willing to talk 
out problems with their children, and thechildren surveyed indicated 
that they felt that their parents were willing to talk to them about 
their problems. Yet over a third of all parents and children indi- 


cated that they found it difficult to talk over problems with each 
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Ouner. 

Two-thirds of the students surveyed indicated that they felt 
that they had difficulty in discussing their problems with their 
teachers; yet more than one-half of the students indicated that 
they liked their teachers very much. There appears to be a solid 
basis for the further development of meaningful communication 
between student and teacher, especially where the development of 
strategies for dealing with social parameters, social values and 
social principles are concerned. While large classes and the 
somewhat impersonal atmosphere of modern day schools would limit the 
application of techniques such as the family council to the school 
situation, the introduction to the classroom of formal techniques 
to strengthen the strategic awareness and the decision making 
abijities of the student is urged. Such techniques would draw 
upon the solid basis of student-teacher affiliation and would greatly 
foster student-teacher communication leading ultimately to a more 
dynamic responsiveness to social parameters on the part of all 
concerned with the process, and hopefully to the sort of strategic 
awareness identified by Cleland (1974), Linstone (1974) and others 
as being necessary for the future development of our society. 
Additionally, the further development of student-teacher communica- 
tions might provide a counterbalance to the communiciation dif- 
ferential between students, peer groups, and parents which was found 


to be associated with drug use in the present study. As teachers 
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are detached from many of the behavioral concomitants of the home 


Situation their role as influential agents as opposed to controlling 


figures gives them an ideal position as "planning consultants". 
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APPENDIX A 


STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT DRUGS 


This survey is an attempt to find out the knowledge, attitude and 
practices of students with respect to drugs. 


Your answer sheet will be anonymous and Strictly iconridentias. 

Do not sign your name. There is no way your individual answer 
sheet can ever be identified. The page will be scored by machine 
and then destroyed. 


INSTRUCTIONS: 


A. 


You needese things 


(a) 
(b) 


(a) The Question Booklet 
(bob) The Answer Sheet 
(c) A pencil and rubber 


\ 


The questions are numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, etc. 


The answer choices to each question are lettered 
a. dale Gee Whee 1g: This 


For every question make ONE and ONLY ONE answer choice. 
Choose the ONE right or the best or the closest answer for you. 


These are the STEPS IN ANSWERING: 


ie 


wae 


Read the question CAREFULLY. 


Read all the answer choices. Some are tricky or require 
thinking. 


i) Match the question numbers in the QUESTION BOOKLET 
and ANSWER SHEET. 


ii) Match the LETTER beside your chosen answer with the 
SAME LETTER on the ANSWER SHEET. 
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What grade are you in 


A. Grade 5 
BeeGatace 6 
Ce Grade 7 
D. Grade 8 
E. Grade 9 


Which group contains your age? Mark the letter of that group 
on your answer sheet. (For example, if your age is 13 years - 
mark 2c. ) 


LO years or under 
oa) Lor 2 svears. od 
13 or 14 years old 
LS Orlow years selld 
1 Or Over 
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If you are a boy mark A. 

ft you are a girl mark Eee 

Where was your FATHER born? 

A. North America (Canada, United States) 

B. British Isles (England, Ireland, Scotland) 

C. Europe (France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Austria, 
Scandinavia and others) 

D. Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Russia 

De eeuSewieme 


Where was your MOTHER born? 


A. North America (Canada, United States) 


B. British Isles (England, Ireland, Scotland) 

CG. Hurope (France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Austria, 
Scandinavia and others) 

D. Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Russia 


E. Elsewhere 
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What LANGUAGE do your PARENTS speak MOST OF THE TIME? 


ics) es py ee) a=) 


English only 

Italian, Portuguese, Spanish 

Jewish, Hebrew 

German, French, Scandinavian Languages 
None of these (see #7 below) 


Parents!’ LANGUAGE continued: (You MUST answer this question 


aulisoy) 


Chinese or Japanese 

Polish, Czechoslovakian, Hungarian, Romanian 
Ukrainian, Russian, Greek 

None of these 


What is your FAMILY RELIGION? (Religion practised in your home) 


Catholic 

Proteswant (Anglican, Presbyterian, United, Baptist, etc.) 
Jewish 

Now Reinionen on. DL con!t know 

Other 


you: 


Living with both parents 

Not living with one parent 

Living with relatives 

Living with friends (not relatives) 
None of these 


When does your FATHER (Male Guardian) work? 


Ee) @) Ge) 


Father works all day (day-time) 
Father work shifts or evenings 
Father works part-time 

None of these; other 

My father is not working now 


When does your MOTHER work? 


we) Ne) feiiles) tes 


My Mother works all day (day-time) 
My Mother works shifts or evenings 
Mother works part-time 

None of these; other 

My Mother is not working now 
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What kind of work does your FATHER (or head of household) do? 


Dr 


Ee 


NOTE: 1. If your FATHER does not work - or if you have 
no FATHER —- make no marks on answer sheet 
fer tilts question. 


Professional and Managerial (Doctor, Teacher, Manager, 
Architect, Engineer) 
Proprietor (store or small business owner) 
Clerical or Sales (Bookkeeper, SSemisweiay, Oris, W@a'<- 
salesman) 
Skilled or Technical (Mechanic, Electrician, Baker, 
Machine operator) 
Semiskilled (Construction, driving shipping, general labour) 


What is your usual overall average for ALL subjects this year? 


Do 


Ege COs. 


under 40 % 


40 - 50 % 
50 - 65 % 
63 — 75: 7 


Vom OR Oem 
you have any OLDER brothers? 


am the only child 

am the oldest child 

have 1 older brother 

have 2 older brothers 

have more than 2 older brothers 


a) dest timsl leh tl 


you have any OLDER sisters? 


am the only child 

am the oldest child 

have 1 older sister 

awe 2 @OlCceie sie wens 

have more than 2 older sisters 


hod teal Sh th te 


you have any YOUNGER brothers? 


am the only child 

am the youngest child 

have 1 younger brother 

have 2 younger brothers 

have more than 2 younger brothers 


HH HHH 


pay 


Sregnngt .cedanee er: i 


(reenieeg .doerihorh 
“one aaa tm 


[fea ham 
edn eee £2 aapeaeioay } asain slag 
isuemeee@ eatioel 


icons ga hewhin gabexal mbhairSanalal socket: 3 
ices Lae. JA SUP epanova Cleave Latray anetes 


hated ee “Seka 


no oe is ~_— 
y 7 * 08 sehr . 


2? es 


Seemiisoud RWAGIO Gis Svan Woy, 
ine 


eiids ylao ant ‘6 I 

hits teebio. ory ome ot 

setter qvbie b-svad 

se rentyod yebIo ¥ nie eal 

sTntnoret phloe 4 naw ro 


a 
nae tae, wait 


any, 
sievots PAGLIO yw sider x: 


a 
< 


. 
| 
| 


a 
: 
hi 
i 


ae 
ele 


is. 


LS, 


20. 


ais 


RSH) 


Do you have any YOUNGER sisters? 


am Ehe ony child 

am the youngest child 

have 1 younger sister 

have 2 younger sisters 

have more than 2 younger sisters 


tea} leah (Sy les) wes 
Re ee ot 


How much money do you have to spend each WEEK (from 19s 
allowance, etc.) 


A DOG Ore less 

Be. Sle tor $2 

Ge. 2202 sto $5 

De 6 $5.01. toy $10 

E. over $10 a week 


Have any of your BROTHERS or SISTERS taken Marijuana or 
sniffed glue? 


A. They've used marijuana only 

B. They've used glue only 

C. They've used both marijuana and glue 

D. They've never used. marijuana. or, glue 

E. I don't know - or — I have no brothers or sisters 


What does your Father (Male Guardian) use? 


A tobacco jonly 

B. alcohol only 

Ga eObaccos ands allochol: 

De Net thernsvobacco, nonvalcohol: 

E. I don't know - or I have no father 


What does your Mother use? 


tobacco only 

alcohol only 

tobacco and alcohol 

neither tobacco nor alcohol 

I don't know — or — I have no mother 


esl lee) tee) les) Be 


Check the category that applies to yourself. 


have used drugs - I am still using them 

have used drugs - I might use them again 

have used drugs — I am not using them again 

haves not wsed. drugs — 1 might like to try them 
have not used drugs -— I am not going to use them 
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How many persons do you know who would give you or sell you 
MARIJUANA? 


A No one 

B One person 

C. Two people 

D Three people 

E Four people or more 


In the past six months (since August) I have used TOBACCO: 


A Not. av all 

B. 1 to 5 cigarettes per week 

C. 6 to 10 cigarettes per week 

D ll to 20 cigarettes per week 

E 20 cigarettes or over per week or regular user 


In the past six months (since August) I have used ALCOHOL: 


A Noise ce aula 

B. Less than once per month 

€ About twice per month 

D About three times per month 

E. About four or more times per month 


In the past six months (since August) I have used MARIJUANA: 


Nols. veng ellbil 

One or two times 
Three or four times 
Five or six times 
Seven or more times 
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In the past six months (since August) I have sniffed GLUE: 


Ae SNotiate all 

B One or two times 

Go Wala Crh aiowie walwlers 
D HiVcmOnmsioqmilmnes 

Bi Seven or more times 


In the past six months I have used BARBITURATES: (seconal, 
amytal, phenobarb) 


Not at all 

One or two times 
Three or four times 
Five or six times 
Seven or more times 
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In the past six months I have used OPIATES: (heroin, morphine, 
opium) 


NoiGuatea nll 

One or two times 
Three or sfour times 
Five or ‘six times 
Seven or more times 
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In the past six months (since August) I have used STIMULANTS: 
(pep pille) 


Nota aid 

One or two times 
Three or four times 
Five or six times 
seven or more times 
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In the past six months (since August) I have used TRANQUILIZERS: 


(sleeping pills) 


Noises eulil 

One or two times 
Three or four times 
Five or six times 
Seven or more times 


eal lest (ce) leu) Hes 


In the past six months (since August) I have used LSD: 


NOG ab aus: 

One or two times 
Three or four times 
PWS Cie Biss inns 
Seven or more times 
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In the past six months (since August) I have used OTHER 
HALLUCINOGENS: (STP, LBS or others) 


Not at all 

One or two times 
Three or four times 
Five or six times 
Seven or more times 
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IF YOU HAVE NOT USED TOBACCO IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS, SKIP TO 
QUESTION #39. 


IF YOU HAVE NOT USED EITHER: 


TOBACCO 
MARIJUANA 
GLUE 

or ALCOHOL 


IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS, THEN SKIP TO QUESTION #50. 
34. When did you have your first cigarette? 


A This year 

B Last year 

C. Two or three years ago 
D Four or five years ago 
E. Over five years ago 


35. When would you most likely smoke cigarettes? 


A usually when I'm alone 

B. when I'm with my close friends 

C. before, during or after a party 

D anywhere away from home 

EK. anytime outside of school — does not matter 


36. If you used’ CIGARETTES but have stopped, which of the 
following comes closest to your reason for stopping? 


thought it might be harmful or addictive 
my parents or others forced me to stop 
my friends wanted me to stop 

I'mnot interested in smoking anymore 

I have not stopped 


HoaQw YS 


37. How much do your parents know about your SMOKING (pipes, 
cigarettes, etc.)? 


they don't know I smoke 

they don't know I smoke as much as I do 
they know I smoke and want me to stop 
they know I smoke and they OK it 

I have no Parents 


zal \eaiiTemy leah ae 


38. Which of these methods have you used MOST to get CIGARETTES? 


said you were older or used an older person's I.D. card 
had an older person buy them for you 

friends gave them or sold them to you 

parents gave them to you 

bought them yourself 
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IF YOU HAVE NOT USED ALCOHOL IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS, SKIP TO 


QUESTION #44. 


39. When did you have your first DRINK of alcohol (beer, wine or 


liquor)? 
Me Wide 
By dlveksiie 
Om 

De ioune 
KE. Over 


year 
year 


Two or three years ago 


or five years ago 
five years ago 


40. When would you most likely drink? 


usually when I'm alone 


when 


I'm with my close friends 


anywhere away from home 
- anytime outside of school - does not matter 


41. If you have used ALCOHOL but have stopped, which of the following 


A 
EB. 
Ce betore, during or after a party, 
D 
E 


comes closest to your reason. for stopping? 


thought it might be harmful or addictive 
my parents or others forced me to stop 


I'm no longer interested in drinking 


A 
B 
C. my friends wanted me to stop 
D 
E 


I have not stopped 


42. How much 


A. they 
Be uney 
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do your parents know about your drinking? 


don't know I drink 

don't know I drink as much as I do 
know £€ drink and wanu me to stop 
seven: IL weliaatialke evatel (NK ate 

not live with my parents 


these methods have you used MOST to get ALCOHOL? 


you were older or used an older person's I.D. card 
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had an older person buy it for you 
friends gave it or sold it to you 
parents gave it™ vo you 
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IF YOU HAVE NOT USED MARIJUANA IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS, SKIP TO 


QUESTION #47. 
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44. When did you first use MARIJUANA? 


This year 

Last year 

Two or three years ago 
Four or five years ago 
- Over five years ago 
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45. If you have used MARIJUANA but have stopped, which one of 
the following comes closest to your reason for stopping? 


A. thought it might be harmful or addictive 

B my parents or others forced me to stop 

C. my friends wanted me to stop 

D. I'm not interested in using marijuana anymore 
E I have not stopped using marijuana 


46. How much do your parents know about your using MARIJUANA? 


A. they don't know I use marijuana 

B. they don't know I use as much marijuana as I do 
C. they know I use marijuana and want me to stop 
D. they know I use marijuana and OK it 

Eee 


I have no parents 


IF YOU HAVE NOT SNIFFED GLUE IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS, SKIP TO 
QUESTION #50. 


47. When did you first sniff GLUE? 


6 diloakss yytereho 

Last year 

fwo em three years ago 
HoOURnTOr fivemy cansmage 

. Over five yeras ago or before 
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48. If you have sniffed GLUE but have stopped which one of the 
following comes closest to your reason for stopping? 


thought it might be harmful or addictive 
my parents or others forced me to stop 

my friends wanted me to stop 

I'm not interested in using glue anymore 
I have not stopped using glue 
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49. ow much do your parents know about your using GLUE? 


ae, 


they don't know I use glue 

they don't know I use as much glue as I do 
they know I use glue and want me to stop 
they know I use glue and OK IAG 

IT have no parents 
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Which one of the following is most like your reason for NOT 
using drugs? 


aS @y les) = 


drugs are dangerous to my health 

drugs are illegal 

my parents don't approve of my using drugs 
I have other things I enjoy doing 

lense tdrucs 


THE NEXT FOUR QUESTIONS DEAL WITH REASONS FOR TAKING DRUGS: 


IF YOU USE DRUGS: choose the reason that comes closest to your 


real reason for taking drugs 


IF YOU DO NOT USE DRUGS: choose the reason why you think STUDENTS 


Se. 


DS 


4. 


use drugs 


Reasons for using drugs (choose ONE only) 


to keep awake and alert while working or studying 
to relieve or escape home tension or school worries 
to be more at ease, less self conscious in a’ group 
mostly for headaches 

to feel with new body sensations or images 


Reasons for using drugs (choose ONE only) 


Oi uid, emcees Oi welaiex ius 

because friends are taking drugs 

have a doctor's prescription (for allergies, nerves, etc.) 
because your culture uses drugs (with meals, at celebrations) 
for curiousity - want to find out what it's like 


Reasons for using drugs (choose ONE only) 


feel old enough to use drugs responsibly 
to feel at home with the group 


drugs make you feel good — it's a nice sensation 
friends respect drug users as leaders or as being grown-up 
drugs help you sleep more easily - calm you down 


Reasons for using drugs (choose ONE only) 


Eee a 


with drugs it's easier to express your feelings 
drugs are a good way to change your mood 

drugs are one way to rebel against adult authority 
because of boredom -— there is not much else to do 
to be more creative - writing, music, thinking 
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THE REMAINING ARE SINGLE QUESTIONS i.e. MAKE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH 
QUESTION 


55. Which substance in this list causes the GREATEST HARM when used 
ay ene? 


A. Cigarettes 

B Marijuana 

Glue 

Alcohol 

Other - or - any of these 


Fly Gani 


56. What does the term GRASS refer to? 


A. Money 

B. Marijuana 

GC.) Indian Tebaceo 

Ds, lg S10) 

BE. Other -— or = none of these 
3/7. How much money “does “a “dime bag" “of Marijuana cost? 

A. $1.00 

Be LO 

Cs, (100.00 

D. $10.00 

KE. Other - or — none of these 


58. People who are "hooked" on (addicted to) heroin are MOSTLY 


ae StcCmanGe needa mireaune lin 

B. average people, anyone could get hooked 
C. bad or morally weak people 

Die Omhner 


59. Drug use among students IN THIS SCHOOL is 


lower than last year 
the same as last year 
higher than last year 
IT don't know 
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60. Which one of these would most influence your decision to 
take or niot to take drugs. 


the information you get at school 

what your parents tell you about drugs 
television, books or newspaper information 
your family Doctor 

what your friends tell you about drugs 
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64. 


65. 


If you were a parent and your child told you that he had 
decided to take marijuana, what would you do? 


SP V@y tee) = 


tell him that using marijuana might hurt him 
nothing -— it would be his choice 

try to stop him by punishing him 

tela him it was, Ok, wse at Carrenmielay, 


If a Father in a family is a very heavy drinker the son is 
most likely to be: 


The 


| 


Eis) 7G) (bg) = 


a heavy drinker like his father 
an average user of alcohol 
against the use of alcohol 
ouher 

don't know - or — can't say 


best cure fer adrugvaddict or alcoholic would be 


joining a group like Alcoholics Anonymous 

going to the hospital for treatment 

to stop using drugs without anyone else's help 
to cut down slowly on the amount of drug 

to do something else to take his mind off drugs 


legal drinking age in Alberta is 


16 
ao 
18 
21 


I don't know 


think the legal drinking age should 


be lowered 
remain the same 
be raised 

be gotten rid of 
don't know 
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68. 


62. 
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Wales 


gv onyeu ever been in a group where OTHER PEOPLE used drugs 
(marijuana, glue, LSD, etc.) and you did not use them. 


A. I have never been ata party where there were drugs present 
Be "Ihave *béeenvay crugeparties but 1 do not use drugs myself 
C. at parties with drugs, I use drugs 


How often have you been at a party where drugs (marijuana, 
glue, LSD, é€te.) were used 


A. never 

Bn Ome sutmes 

Gs E2ato S&S times 

Do © i166) HO eaters 
E. over 10 times 


From which of the following sources have you learned MOST 
of what you know about drugs? 


A from my family 

B. from the kids I hang around with 
Ce) Sirememyychurch or ‘school 

D from the T.V., radio, newspaper 

E. from my own experiences with drugs 


What do youtmost voftendo im’ the evenings AFTER SCHOOL? 


AN eSiLayeab One cad, sweaechively. Vin CruCr. 

Bis gor toe ja "friend's “house; "eo outiwith a friend 
G. Wactivities (sports, music, clubs) 

D go out or hang around with a group of kids 

E poner orethiese 


What do you do most often on WEEKEND EVENINGS? 


A stay at home; read, watch T.V., etc. 

Be ec Fo a triend’s hcuse, 2o cub with a triend 
GPVPactivities (sports, musie, clubs) 

D go out or hang around with a group of kids 
(parties, dances) 

none of these 


4 


In school how many activities (if any) do you take part in 
this year? (i.e. sports, band) 


igke) Zio walayaal ways 

one activity 
TWOMAGE LV neues 

three activities 

four or more activities 
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I feel that a person in court for the first time for having 


marijuana should 


A be dismissed - no charge 

B. have a suspended sentence 

Ge ereceive a fine only 

D receive’a jail term of less than 30 days 
E receive a jail term of more than 30 days 


When could drug education best be started in schools? 


grade 7 or below 

gradexscr or 9 

prade sO ,or 11 

Visadewene Omens 

drug education does not belong in schools 


af ea) tee) ea) be 


If you FEEL that taking MARIJUANA is SAFE (even if you have 
not used it yourself) what helped you MOST in making up your 


mind? 


A my family 

B my friends 

C. my personal experience 

D the news media — T.V., radio, newspaper 
E I think marijuana is unsafe 


If you FEEL that taking MARIJUANA is HARMFUL (even if you 
have not used it yourself) what helped you most in making 


up your mind? 


my family 

my friends 

my personal experience 

the news media, T.V., radio, newspaper 
I think that marijuana is safe 
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YOUNG PEOPLE USUALLY HAVE SOME SPECIFIC IDEAS ABOUT THE SCHOOL, 


HOME AND FRIENDS. SOME OF THESE IDEAS ARE LISTED BELOW. AS YOU READ 


EACH STATEMENT, CONSIDER WHETHER YOU STRONGLY AGREE (A), AGREE 


SOMEWHAT (B), DISAGREE SOMEWHAT (C), OR STRONGLY DISAGREE (D) THAT 


THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. 


STRONGLY 


AGREE 


76. Sehool is dull and boring A 


77. School is awaste’ or ‘time 
for the type of work I will 
be doing A 


AGREE 


B 


C 


STRONGLY 


DISAGREE DISAGREE 


D 
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85. 


86. 


87. 


88. 


89. 


90. 
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93). 


My teachers judge a student 
by who he runs around with 


The teachers are fair to 
everybody. Everybody has 
an equal opportunity to get 
good grades. The teachers 
do not have favorites. 


I like school very much 


My teachers understand my 
problems 


My teachers are willing to 
talk with me when I have a 
question. 


My teachers are interested 
im thesthings I like to do 


My teachers really help me 
understand the lessons 


Metindgent ditticul teto talk 
with my teachers about things 
that trouble me 


My teachers always act as if 
they like me 


I like my teachers very much 


My parents understand my 
problems 


My parents are willing to talk 
with me when I have a problem 


My parents are interested in 
the pthangs 1h like .toi.do 


My parents really help me 
understand my lessons 


Loan it eagit £reulk. LO ea 
with my parents about things 
thac trouble me 


My parents always act as if 
the like me 


STRONGLY 


AGREE 


B C 
B C 
B C 
B Cc 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 
B C 


STRONGLY 


AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 
I like my parents very 
much A B ¢ D 
My best friends like school A B g D 
My bestiriends do the best 
they can in their school work A B C D 


How often do your teachers urge you to get more education 
eubinere Jotselal SVelmioel 


A. Never 

B. Sometimes 
Ce Warieeia, 

Ds Gomera ly 


How often do your best friends unge you to impreve your graces? 


A Never 

B. Sometimes 
Ce Witseis 

D Constantly 


How often desyeur best friends urge you to get more education 
after high) school? 


Never 
Sometimes 
Often 
Constantly 
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THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE ABOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIPS WITH YOUR PARENTS 
AND BEST FRIENDS. AS YOU READ EACH DESCRIPTION, CONSIDER WHETHER YOUR 
PARENTS (A) OR BEST FRINDS (B) FITS THE DESCRIPTION BEST. 


WHO (Parents or Best Friends) PARENTS BEST FRIENDS 
100. best understands your problems A B 
101; is most willing to talk, with you 


[O2. 


when you have a problem A B 


is most interested in the things 
vou, bike Lo do A B 
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PARENTS BEST FRIENDS 


best knows your school subjects A 


best helps you understand the 
school lessons A 


is most difficult to talk with about 


things that trouble you A 
most often acts as if they like you A 
do you like the best A 


tries the hardest to help you when you 


nave a problem vA 
is it the easiest to talk to A 
would you most like to get “closer to" A 
has the most influence on you A 
has the most control over you A 


When you are trying to make up your mind about something 
important, whose ideas do you pay the MOST attention to? 


A. Best friends 
B. Parents 
C. Both about the same 


Which one of the following three things would make you the 
most unhappy? 


A. Best friends did not like what I did 
Bee Parents. cidenot luke swat ledad 
C. Favorite teacher did not like what I did 


Which one of the following things would be the hardest for 
you to take? 


A. Best friends! disapproval 
B. Parents' disapproval 
C. Teachers' disapproval 


B 
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MANY YOUNG PEOPLE LIKE YOURSELF FIND IT DIFFICULT TO TALK WITH THEIR 
PARENTS ABOUT SOME THINGS AND NOT DIFFICULT AT ALL TO TALK TO 

THEIR PARENTS ABOUT OTHER THINGS. As you read each question, consider 
whether you never (A), sometimes (B), often (C), or always (D) have 
difficulty in talking about the problem with your father, mother, and 
best friends. Note: If you haven't talked about the problem with 
your parents or best friends, do you feel you might have difficulty 
Iieyeow dad? How fotten? 


HOW OFTEN DO YOU FIND IT DIFFICULT TO TALK WITH YOUR PARENTS CONCERNING: 


NEVER SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS 


116. Appropriate entertainment A B C D 
117. How to dress A B C D 
118. Drinking and/or smoking A B e D 
ES RA ES Kei vl A B C D 
PO. Heer Or ; A B C D 
Ai Oney A B C D 
iZ2, Pears A B C D 
WZ3, Ibyetiviey iaveyolre’s! A B C D 
2A  Denigalsates A B C D 
i25., Beucat ion A B C D 


HOW OFTEN DO YOU FIND IT DIFFICULT TO TALK WITH YOUR BEST FRIENDS 
CONCERNING: 


NEVER SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS 


126. Appropriate entertainment A B C D 
127. How toudress A B C D 
128. Drinking and/or smoking A B G D 
129:. Jeb A B C D 
130... Religion A B C D 
181. Money. A B G D 


132. Fears A B G D 
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NEVER SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS 


133. Late hours A B G D 
134. Dating A B C D 
ISS5 TLeluceusiierna A B C D 


FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIPTIONS, CHOOSE THE LETTER OF THE PERSON 
THAT BEST FITS THE DESCRIPTION. (A) Parents, (B) Best Friend, and 
(C) Teacher. 


PARENTS FRIEND TEACHER 


136. the person whose company I A B C 
MOG CIOs 


137. the person whom I would 
most like to be like A B C 


138. the person whose ideas about 
right and wrong are most 
like mine A B C 


140. the person whose ideas about the 
importance of school are most 
like mine A B C 


ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE PART 2 SECTION OF THE ANSWER 
SHEET 


1. Which one of the following best describes how important 
decisions are made in your family? 


hk Usually, my father makes the decision wichou fires 
discussing the matter with my mother 


B. Usually, my father discusses the matter with my mother 
and then he makes the decision more or less by himself 


C. Usually, both of my parents talk over the matter with 
each other and then they both make the decision more 
oie IheSis) 1OeSiwlaeie 


D. Usually, my mother discusses the matter with my father and 
then she makes the decision more or less by herself 


E. Usually, my mother makes the decision without first 
discussing the matter with my father 
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Which one of the following best describes your part in 
important family decisions? 


my parents 
my parents 
my parents 
my parents 


Ss) [@) leg 3 


never ask for 
sometimes ask 
often ask for 
almost always 


my opinion 

for my opinion 

my Opinion 

ask for my opinion 


Which one of the following best describes how important your 
parents regard your opinion in important family decisions? 


A. what I say usually does not make a difference in the decision 
B. what I say usually does make a difference in the decision 


How much time on school days do you usually spend talking 
with members of your family? 


bea} lel tO lou (p= 


none, or almost none 
about 1/2 hour a day. 
about 1 hour a day 

about 2 hours a day 
about 3 hours a day or more 


How much time on school days do you usually spend talking 
friends? (Note: do not include time spent 
in the classroom. ) 


with your best 


Ho ae = 


none or almost none 
about 1/2 hour a day 
about 1 hour a day 
about 2 hours a day 
Alou GS) IneuiesS 2 Clely Cie inkerele 


Where do you spend most of your free time with your best 


friends? 


A. at school sponsored activities such as ballgames, parties, 
club meetings 
Be ate non-schoole acbivitiles! such) as jouth panties, church 


meetings 


C. at varicus places where young people like myself "hang around" 


oO 


at my place (home) 


E. at one of my friend's places (friends' home) 
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10. 


Ves 


12. 


How much time do you usually spend each day doing homework 
outside of School? 


none, or almost none 

about 1/2 hour a day 

about 1 hour a day 

about 2 hours a day 

about 3 or more hours a day 


esl Wes) (>) fee} as 


If you cculd be rememberd here at school for one of the four 
things below, which one would you most want it to be? 


outstanding student 
athletic star 

most popular 

Leader im. School vactayvi tics 


Ser Ge 


Do you date? 


ie ING 

B. Yes, more than one a week 

C. Yes, once a week 

D. Yes, more than once a month, but less than once a week 
BE. Yes, once a month or less 

How many persons have you dated during the past month? 


none 

one person 

two to three persons 
four to five persons 
Six or more persons 


eat (eS) Dy {es} SS 


Some young people believe that their parents are old fashioned 
or vous of “tench” with youth. “Do yousteel) tmas way -abouc 
your parents? 


No, never 

Yes, sometimes 
Yes, often 
Yes, always 


See udie= 


How often do your teachers urge you to improve your grades? 


iN  seKeNidshe 
B. sometimes 
Ce @ubigieial 
D. constantly 
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How often do your paents urge you to improve your grades? 


A. never 

B. sometimes 
Go Oxtieein 

D. constantly 


APPENDIX B 
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 


IF YOU RECEIVE MORE THAN ONE COPY OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE, YOU 
NEED ONLY COMPLETE ONE COPY, BUT PLEASE HAVE EACH CHILD RETURN 
THE COPY HE BROUGHT HOME. 


Purpose of Study 


The purpose of this study is to learn more about the life of young 
people and their parents. We are particularly interested in how 
fathers and mothers feel about the life of teenagers. Your teenage 
children completed a questionnaire similar to this one while at 
school today. One of your children received a "take-home-packet" 
along with his questionnaire which contained a questionnaire for 
his parents. When you have completed the questionnaire, please 
place them in the envelope provided for your child to take them 
back to school. It is our hope that you will enjoy answering the 
questions. In doing so, of course, you will be of great help to us. 


THis, is NOT A tee!. There =areé noo right or wrong answers. Please 
answer each question to the best of your ability. Please answer 

each question frankly and honestly. Neither your children, their 
teachers, nor the school will ever see your questionnaire or your 
responses. Your answers will be’strictly confidential. Our anterest 
is in how parents, in general, answer the questions rather than in 


how any particular parent answers them. Please do not sign your name. 


NSEC GIONS 


A. PLEASE COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IN ONE SITTING! It will take 
you approximately 20-30 minutes. 


TASH WISE LOMAS, TOS Using Answer Sheet 


(a) The Question Booklet 
(b) The Answer Sheet 
(c) A pencil and rubber 


You need 3 things 


a) The questions are numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, etc. 


b) The answer choices to each question are lettered 
Ke Be Cy ID, @ie i 


For every question make ONE and ONLY ONE answer choice. Choose the 
ONE right or the best or thec losest answer WOM Owe 


THESE ARE THE STEPS IN ANSWERING: 
1. Read the question CAREFULLY. 


2. Read all the answer choices. 
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Match the question numbers in the QUESTION BOOKLET AND 
ANSWER SHEET. 


Match the LETTER beside your chosen answer with the SAME 
LETTER.on the ANSWER SHEET. 


Sex 


A. Male 

E. Female 

Age 

A 20-29 

B. 30-39 

Go AOQ=AIS) 

D 50-59 

E 60 or over 


What is your educational background? 


up ictovand ,including*graden6 

grade 7 to grade 9 

some high school 

completed high school 

attervhnigheschool (university, technical school, 
Professionaietraininge ) 
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ALL. Or most, of my childhood was spent: 


SeeeCH Aa carn; lorvin theweountury 

Demeter Village 

C. ain a small town 

Do alia ae rea ey 

fo Gi 2 iMmewirojaolluicem Cissy, IOC, OCO poi. Or more 


What is your present marital situation? 


I am living with my spouse 

My spouse is deceased 

My spouse and I are separated 
My spouse and I are divorced 


SR@e ie = 


How many children do you have? 


One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

we Ole inioime 
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How many children are still at home? 


One 

Two 

Waa 

Four 

Five or more 
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How many times have you moved since your first child was born? 
Note: do not include those times when you moved from one part 
of town to another part of the same town. 


A. No times 

B One to three times 
C. Four to six times 
D Seven or ten times 
ER. Ten or more times 


Do you live in a house or an apartment? 


A. House, 1-2 bedroom 

B House, 3 bedrooms or more 

C. Apartment, 1 bedroom 

D Apartment, 2 bedrooms 

E Apartment, 3 bedrooms or more 


Do you own or rent your house? 
A. Own my house 
iso lui Why laKeulsKS 


C. Rent an apartment 


What type of work does your husband do? (If father is 
answering, what type of work do you do?) 


A. Professional and Managerial (Doctor, Teacher, Manager, 
Architect, Engineer) 
B. Proprietor (store or small business owner) 
C. Clerical or Sales (Bookkeeper, secretary, office work, 
salesman) 


D. Skilled or Technical (Mechanic, Electrician, Baker, 
Machine Operator) 
E. Semiskilled (Construction, driving, shipping, general labour) 


Do you have encyclopedias or other similar books in your home? 


A. Yes 
Bo. Ine 


How often does your child use these materials? 


A. Never 

B. About once a month 

C Two or three times a month 
D. About once a week 

E Two or three times a week 
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14. How often do you (or did you) read to your younger children? 


A. Never 

B About once a month 

C. Two or three times a month 
D. About once a week 

E Two or three times a week 


15. Who is employed in your household? 


A. Husband (male head of house) only 
B. Wife (female head of house) only 
C. Both husband and wife 


16. How many hours a week does the wife work? 


A 40 hours a week or more 
B. 30-39 hours a week 

C. 20-29 hours a week 

D 10-19 hours a week 

E Less than 10 hours a week 


PARENTS USUALLY HAVE SOME SPECIFIC IDEAS ABOUT SCHOOL, HOME AND 
COMMUNITY. SOME OF THESE IDEAS ARE LISTED BELOW. AS YOU READ 
EACH STATEMENT, CONSIDER WHETHER YOU STRONGLY AGREE (A), AGREE 
SOMEWHAT (B), DISAGREE SOMEWHAT (C), OR STRONGLY DISAGREE (D) THAT 
THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. PLEASE CHOOSE YOUR ANSWER. 


STRONGLY | STRONLY 
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 
if. The schools fail to 
Caimethewanverest) of 
my children A B c D 
1S. Choo wis a Waste of 
time Lor the type or 
work my children will 
be doing A B C D 
19. The teachers judge a 
student by who he runs 
around with A B C D 


20. The teachers are fair to 
everybody. Everyone has 
an equal opportunity to 
get good grades A B C D 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

I think the schools are 

doing a good job A B C D 

I understand my child's 

problems A B C D 

I talk with my child when 

(he, she) has a problem A B @ D 

Pranminverested inetie “things 

my child likes to do A B C D 

I know the subjects my child 

studies A B C D 

LP Srndvitedririticuls co-talk 

with my child about things 

that trouble (him, her) A B C D 

I always act as if I like 

Wi? Cleat ie! A B c D 

i Tiketmy child’ very much A B C C 


How often do you urge your child to impreve (his, her) grades? 


A. Never 

B. Sometimes 
Cee Oven 

D. Constantly 


How often do you urge your child to get more education after 
high school? 


A. Never 
B. Sometimes 
Ceo Onrieein 
D. Constantly 


Do you generally approve of the friends your child runs around 
with? 


A. highly approve 

B. approve 

C disapprove 

D highly disapprove 
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Some parents feel that they have lost "touch" with their teenage 


children. Do you agree or disagree that this is true of your 
relationship with your child? 


Strongly agree 
Agree 

- Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
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Do you set aside time each day to do something (talk, play, 
go places) with your child? 


No, never 

Yes, sometimes 
Yes, often 
Yes, always 


Se) od) = 


Approximately how much time each day do you actually spend 
with your child? Note: consider. only time actually spent 
together, talking, playing together, or going places together. 


None, or almost none 
Abowrwl/2enecirea day 

About 1 hour a day 

About 2 hours a day 

About 3 hours a day or more 
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When you go on a vacation of a week or more, does your child 
go with you? 


A No", never 

B. Yes, sometimes 
iE Yes, often 

D Yes, always 


How often does your family take short overnight or two-three 
day trips such as visiting or camping? 


A Never 

Be “Several times a year 

C About once a month 

D Two or three times a month or more 
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How often does your child go with you? 


A. Never 
B. Sometimes 
Ce  Orrgein 
D Always 


How many times each week is your child able to be present 
for the day's evening meal? 


A No times 
B. One time 
C. 2-3 times 
D 4-5 times 
E 6-7 times 


Based on your observations of your child which one of the 
following statements is most true? 


A. I have considerably more influence on (him,her) than do 
(his,her) friends. 


B. I have somewhat more influence on (him,her) than do (his, 
her) friends. 


C. My child's friends have somewhat more influence on (hin, 
her) than I do 


D. My ehild's friends have considerably more influence on 
(him,ner) chan 1 do, 


Which one of the following best describes how you regard the 
opinion of your child in the making of important family decisions? 


A I never ask for (his,her) opinion 

B I sometimes ask for (his,her) opinion 

C2 l ;itenvask for (his, her) opinion 

D. I almost always ask for (his,her) opinion 


Which one of the following best describes how important you 
regard the opinion of your child in the making of important 
family decisions? 


A. What (he,she) says usually does not make a difference 


in the decision 
B. What (he,she) says usually does make a difference in the 


decision 
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PEOPLE USUALLY HAVE MANY IDEAS ABOUT WHAT A STUDENT OUGHT TO DO IN 
SCHOOL. SOME OF THESE IDEAS ARE LISTED BELOW. AS YOU READ THEM, 
CONSIDER HOW IMPORTANT EACH IDEA IS TO YOU. 


Please <choose HIGH (A) - if you consider the idea highly important 
choose MEDIUM (B) - if you consider the. idea of medium importance 
choose LOW (C) - if you consider the idea of little importance 
choose NO (D) - if you consider the idea of no importance 


A STUDENT OUGHT TO: HIGH MEDIUM LOW NO 


42. Spend most of spare time reading 
and studying A B C D 


43. Do very best in school work 


(grades, study) A B G D 
“ial IBNSY Bl Shige’ alial GSjoreinigs) eloiod wal eas A B G D 
ADaeoe) asl cadersin, schogl sactivi ties A B C D 
46. Be popular with his (her) classmates A B C D 


47. Have fun — study only enough to keep 
grades above passing A B C D 


467) suppose you have just heard from your childs teacher that 
his homework is not being completed. What would you do? 


A. Turn’ off the T.V. (or record player) for a week as 
punishment for neglecting his school work. 

B. I'd give him a good scolding and tell him he should do 

better 

Talk it over with him and help him decide how to meet 

the problem 
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49. 


Which one of the following best describes how important 
decisions are made in your family? 


A. 


Br 


Usually, I make the decision without first discussing 
the matter with my spouse 

Usually, I discuss the matter with my spouse and then I 
make the decision more or less by myself 

Usually, both my spouse and I talk over the matter with 
each other and then we both make the decision more or 
less together 

Usually, my spouse discusses the matter with me and then 
he makes the decision more or less by himself 

Usually my spouse makes the decision without first 
discussing the matter with me 


REMINDERS 


PLEASE PUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND YOUR ANSWER SHEET IN THE ENVELOPE, 
SEAL IT AND HAVE YOUR CHILD RETURN IT TO HIS OR HER TEACHER. 


DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX C 
Table C-1 
Farent Questionnaire: Test—-Retest Reliabilities 


Item No: Reliability Coefficient pr 
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Student Questionnaire: 
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